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THE SOURCES OF PLUTARCH’S
LIFE OF CICERO!

I. The results of source investigations have but rarely met
with an acquiescence at all commensurate with the labor,
the acumen, and the learning so often expended upon them.
This is due to several causes. In the first place, the entire
~or partial loss of the original or earlier authorities naturally
gives a more or less wide latitude to the constructive imagi-
nation, and, in consequence, different conclusions are often
drawn from the same concrete material. In the second place,
any one who has even superficially examined the contributions
in the field of source research must needs have observed
that scholars have, with few laudable exceptions, failed to
ascertain at the very outset, as far as this is still possible,

1 BIBLIOGRAPHY : Heeren, De jfontibus etc. Plutarchi, Gottingen, 1820,
pp- 184-187; J. G. Lagus, Plutarchus vitae Ciceronis scriptor, Helsingfors,
1846; Linker, Emendationen zu Sallust in Wiener Akad. vol. XIII (1854)
pp- 266 ff.; H. Klapp, De vitarum Plutarchi auctoribus Romanis, Bonn, 1862 ;
G. S. Sibinga, De Plutarchi in vita Ciceronis fontibus etc. (c. 1-23), Leiden
Diss. 1863; H. Peter, Die Quellien Plutarchs in den Biographien der Romer,
Halle, 1865, pp. 129-135; Weizsicker, Cicero’s imbuvnua u. Plut. in Fleck. Jakrb.
CXI (1875) pp. 417 ff.; Diibi, Die jiingeren Quellen der Catil. Verschwirung,
ibid. CXIII (1876) pp. 851 ff.; G. Thouret, De Cic., Asin., . . . rerum Caesar.
scriptoribus, Leipz. Diss. 1877 (= Leipz. Stud. 1 pp. 313 ff.); Schliephacke,
Ueber die griech. Quellen der Catil. Verschwirung, Goslar, 1877; J. Besser,
De Coniurat. Catil., Leipz. Diss. 1880; Ch. Graux, /ntrod. to his edition of
Dem. and Cic., Paris, 1881; E. Schmidt, De Cic. commentario . .. a Plutarcho
.. . expresso, Jena Diss. 1884 ; id. Plut.’s Berickt iiber die Catil. Verschwirung,
Liibeck, 1885 ; Thiaucourt, Etude sur la Conjuration de Cat. de Sall., Paris,
1887; K. Buresch, Die Quellen zu den vorkand. Ber. iiber die Catil. Ver-
schworung in Comment. in honorem Ribbeckii, 1888, pp. 217 ff.; Gudeman,
A New Source sn Plutarch’s Life of Ciceroin Transactions Amer. Philol. Assoc.
vol. XX (1889) pp. 139-158 (cited as 7ransact.); Willrich, De Coniurat. Catil.
fontibus, Géttingen Diss. 1893; Felke, De Sallustii Catilina, Miinster Diss. 1894y
E. Schwartz, Bericht iiber die Catilin. Verschwiorung in Hermes vol. XXXII
(1897) pp. 554—-609; F. Leo, Die Griech.-Rim. Biographie etc., 1901, pp. 162-165.

1



2 SOURCES OF PLUTARCH'S LIFE OF CICERO

what authorities were accessible to the later writer, as well
as the extent to which he would be likely to have utilized all
the available material —a problem which can only be solved,
if soluble at all, by a thorough examination of the working
method, as it is revealed in the writings of the particular
author under investigation. But even where these conditions
have been complied with, a practice has been all but univer-
sally followed which in my judgment must be held primarily
responsible for the many failures met with in this field of
philological study. I refer to the constant practice of at
once assuming dirvect indebtedness on the score of more or
less striking coincidences, whether in form or substance or
both, the very probable contingency being tod often lost
sight of that such parallelisms may have been unavoidable,
the similarity of the subject-matter naturally leading to simi-
larity in its stylistic presentation, or that they had passed
more or less intact through intermediary channels, or, finally,
that two writers were independently indebted to a third
source common f£oyboth. Unfortunately we are rarely in a
position to determine with anything like satisfactory accuracy
the real condition of affairs, but there is, at least, onc criterion
which almost invariably enables us to state dogmatically, if
not what actually did happen, at all events what did not. It
is a principle which, so far as my observation goes, has hitherto
been ignored in source investigations. I have elsewhere had
occasion to dwell upon this,? but its prime importance for the
present study may justify my formulating it again :

Mere coincidence or similitude of statement with some
earlier author, be it never so striking when taken by
itself, not only affords no reliable clue to dirvect indebted-
ness, but actually renders suckh an assumption frequently
impossible, in case there be found to exist side by side
equally noteworthy divergences or contradictions.

2 Cp. Transact. Amer. Philol. Assoc. vol. XXXI (1900) p. 95 f.; /ntrod. to
Tac. Germ.. p. L.
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It will thus be apparent that the only method that can
yield acceptable results will consist in a process of e/imination,
i.e. we must endeavor to determine what predecessors, from o
the list possibly accessible, an author could not, for one reason

or another, have consulted. It will then be, in many cases,
comparatively easy to decide to what extent he probably util-
ized the authorities still remaining, provided, of course, that their
character, purpose, and scope are satisfactorily ascertainable.

II. If we apply these general methodological principles to
an investigation into the Sources of Plutarch’s Life of Cicero,
our first task would naturally be to acquire an adequate
conception of his biographical method! in regard to the
faithfulness or freedom with which he followed still extant
authorities? and to his habits of citing or suppressing his
sources of information. Finally, as we are here dealing with
the biography of a Roman, the question also arises whether
Plutarch was sufficiently conversant with Latin to enable him
to make an intelligent use of the Latin works, so indispensable
to a satisfactory treatment of the career of the great orator.
That the answer can only be a strong affirmative has been
shown elsewhere® As regards the other problems a careful
and unbiased examination yields the following conclusions :

The extent of Plutarch’s indebtedness to his Roman prede-
cessors is largely conditioned by their number, their char-
acter, their exhaustiveness, and their accessibility. It must,

1 Cp. H. Peter, Die Quellen Plutarchs etc. pp. 1—4; Wachsmuth, Einlest.
in das Stud. d. alt. Gesch. s.n. ; B. Perrin, Plutarch’s Zhemistocles and Aristides,
New York, 1901, pp. 1-20; Leo l.c. pp. 155 ff.

2 Especially instructive in this connection is his life of Coriolanus, for which
the narrative of Dionysius of Halicarnassus constituted almost the only source.
Cf. Peter, Die Quellen etc. pp. 7-17. ' i

8 Cp. Transact. p. 140 ff. and the useful but far from exhaustive discussion
of Sickinger, De linguae Latinae apud Plutarchum reliquiis et vestigiis, Freiburg
Diss. 1883. W. Vornefeld, De scriptorum Latinorum locis a Plutarcho citatis,
Miinster Diss. 1901, is superficial and worthless. The famous statement in
Plut. Dem. c. 3 (see Appendix III) merely signifies that he did not feel com-

petent to institute a comparison between Demosthenes and Cicero as orators.
Cp. Klapp l.c. p. 3 and Peter, Die Quellern etc. p. 61.
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therefore, be determined for each biography independently.
On the other hand, Plutarch, following the all but universal prac-
tice of ancient historians, did not feel called upon to ransack
the primary and often widely scattered sources, in case this
laborious task had already been satisfactorily performed by
others.t That this had been done for the life and career of
Cicero before Plutarch became his biographer can admit of no
doubt. He was, therefore, relieved of the necessity of con-
sulting a great variety of authors who wrote in what was to
him after all a foreign, albeit not an unfamiliar language.
But quite apart from this consideration, an extensive Latin
library was certainly not- accessible to him in his small native
town which, as he tells us with touching local pride, he did
not care to desert, lest it grow less by even one inhabitant.
This assumption is, indeed, confirmed by his own words in
Dem. 2,5 which must have been written with special reference
to the biography of Cicero, for the following reasons: In the
first place, this complaint would have been unjustified, if he
had taken advantage of his residence in Rome to acquaint
himself fully with the extensive literature on Cicero at his
disposal or had taken pains to collect such traditions con-
cerning him as still survived in the imperial city. In the
second place, in composing the life of Demosthenes he was
not in the predicament of which he speaks, for all the sources
were written in Greek, and the orations, in particular, must
have long been familiar to him. The proximity of Athens,
moreover, rendered these sources easy of access, and his
opportunities for acquiring hearsay information were, to judge
from his associations, unquestionably abundant.®

Again, Plutarch conforms to the usage of ancient historiog-
raphy in habitually suppressing the authorities whom he most

4 Cp. H. Peter, Die geschicktl. Literat. etc. 11, pp. 191 f.; Leo lLc. p. 162.

6 See Appendix III.

6 It will not therefore appear accidental that the biography of Cicero contains

no such phrases as Dem. c. 31, Tov uév odv Anuocbévovs dwéxets, Zbotie, Blov é
@&y Huels dvéyvwpey 4 dipkoboauey.
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extensively followed.” Where he does cite them, it is gener-
ally with reference to minor details, or because of discrepan-
cies in the traditional records which he did not care or was
unable to reconcile. In such cases, he often quotes the
account of some noted author which differed from the one
accepted by him, and allows the reader to make his own
inferences as to their respective validity. The paucity of
sources, finally, which we must postulate at all events for
Plutarch’s Roman Lives, involves the necessary corollary that
he did not constantly pass from one to the other, but that he
would follow one guide for continuous stretches at a time,
digressions or éufBAsjuata being usually labeled as such by a
Aéyerar or some similar phrase.

ITII. Now of the writings which dealt, directly or indirectly,
incidentally or exclusively, with the career of Cicero and
which were still extant in the days of Plutarch, the following
list will probably be found to be fairly exhaustive; for it is
unlikely that important sources of information existed of which
no trace has survived.*

L Cicero.
a. *Yroumpa Tijs vrareias.!
*Epistula ad Pompeium.?
*Poem de consulatu, in 3 books (Urania, Mmerva, Calliope).?
*Poem de temporibus suis,* in 3 books.
*De consiliis suis.®

* Those marked with an asterisk have not come down to us.

7 Thus, to mention at least one indubitable instance, the name of Dionysius
occurs but once in the Compar. Alc. et Cor. 2, never in the Camillus, and yet
both the Coriolanus (see above p. 32) and the blography of the latter are based
upon the account in the d»ckacology.

1Cp. ad At 1. 19, 10; 20, 6; IL. 1, 1; Plut. Caes. 8; Crass. 13; Dio Cass.
XLVI. 21.

2 Schol. Bob. p. 270 non mediocris ad instar voluminis scripta ; gro Swil.
24, 67. Perhaps identical in contents with the Greek memoir.

8 Cic. de div. 1. 17-22. 4 ad Quint. frat. 111. 1, 24; ad fam.1.9, 23.

5 Cp. Ascon. Ped. p. 831 Or.; Charisius G. L. I. 146; Boethius de 7nst.
mus. 1. 1. Tt is admittedly identical with the dréxdora, and is frequently
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b. Brutus (esp. c. 89, 305-92, 316).
c. Episties.
d. Orations.
I1. a. *Tiro, de vita Ciceronis — *de iocis Giceronis.
b. *C. Trebonius, de_facete dictis Ciceronis.
c. *Corn. Nepos, de vita Ciceronis.
d. *T. Pomponius Atticus, Ilepi Kixépwvos dmarelas.b
*Herodes, Ilepi Kiképwvos vmartelas.t
111, a. Political Pamphlets™: e.g. *Antonius, IIpos Tovs PitAir-
mikovs dvaypadal (Cic. c. 41);
b. Rhetorical Exercises : Ps. Sallustii Invectiva in Ciceronem
— [Latro?] Declamatio in Catilinam — Suasoriae and
Controversiae ® and perhaps the De petitione consulatus,
attributed to Q. Cicero.
IV. a. Sallust’s Catiline.
*Livy (esp. books 91-120).
*Asinius Pollio, Bella Civilia.
. *Tanusius Geminus, Historia,; *M. Bibulus, Edicta, *C.
Curio, Orationes,; *M. Actorius Naso.?

&

e o

mentioned by Cicero himself, e.g. ad 4#. 11. 6, 2; XIV. 17, 6. It is alluded
to in Plut. Crass. 13, & T Noyg . . . olros uév 6 Noyos é£edb0n perd Tyv dugoty
(sc. Crassus and Caesar) rehevriy, and perhaps Cic. 20, ws alrds ¢now (de
Terentia). According to Dio Cass. XXXIX. 10,1 it was sealed and entrusted
to his son with the injunction that it should neither be read nor published
before his death.

6 Nepos A#t. 25, 18, 6; Cic. ad A¢¢. I1. 1, 1.

6a Jlarshly criticised by Cic. ad A#. I1. 2 and not mentioned elsewhere.

7 The virulent speech against Cicero put into the mouth of Fufius Calenus
by Dio Cass. XLVI. 1-28 may give us an idea of their character. When the
conditions which gave rise to these publications had passed away, they were
naturally allowed to perish, and probably but few survived until Plutarch’s
time. Cp. also Ascon. Ped. p. 95 feruntur orationes illorum (sc. Antonius and
Catiline) non ab ipsis scriptae sed ab Ciceronis obtrectatoribus, and, on some
others, O. E. Schmidt, Flugschrifter aus der Zeit des 1. Triumvirats in Neue
Jahrb. f. class. Alt. IV, g (1901) pp. 620-655, and H. Peter, Geschichtl. Literat.
etc. 1, pp. 163 ff.

8 Sen. Suas. VI: Deliberat Cicero an Antonium deprecetur; VII: Deliberat
Cicero an scripta sua comburat, promittente Antonio incolumitatem si fecisset ;
Controv. VII. 17: Popillium parricidii reum Cicero defendit, absolutus est.
Proscriptum Ciceronem ab Antonio missus occidit Popillius et caput eius ad
Antonium rettuiit.

9 With the exception of Bibulus, we owe the mention of these otherwise
unknown writers to Suet. Caes. 9, where they are cited for the so-called first
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e. *Cremutius Cordus ; *Aufidius Bassus ; *Brutidius Niger.10
V. a. *Fenestella, Annales. .

b. Asconius Pedianus, Commentary to Cicero’s Speeches
(extant: zn Pis.; pro Scauro,; pro Mil.; pro Cornelio;
in tog. cand.).

VI. a. *Diodorus, *Strabo, and *Nicolaus Damascenus.
b. *The ante-Plutarchean sources of Appian and Dio Cassius.
VII. *Suetonius, de vita Ciceronis, a part of the De wiris illus-
tribus.

It is irrelevant to my present purpose to enumerate even
the most important Roman authors referred to directly in
Plutarch’s voluminous writings,!! we being here more immedi- G riinn
ately concerned with his allusions to such as are given in the Sugfoah
above list, although the explicit quotation of authorities by
no means, as we shall have frequent occasion to see, involves
direct knowledge of them — no more, in fact, than the failure
to cite them necessarily implies Plutarch’s ignorance of their
existence.

Plutarch quotes Cicero’s imduvnua Tis Umateiasand avéxdora
(Crass. 13), his Laudatio Catonis (Cic. c. 39), and the philo-
sophical works in a vague and general way (c. 24. 40; Comp.
Dem. et Cic. 2). Out of atotal of about a dozen references to
the Letters and some zwenty to the Speeches, four 2 of the

conspiracy of Catiline. Cp. Cic. ad A 11. 20, 4, Bibulus hominum admira-
tione et benevolentia in caelo est. [ZEdicza eius et contiones describunt et
legunt. They seem to have been directed against Caesar.

10 Cited by Sen. Suas. VI. 18 ff., together with Livy and Pollio, as historians
who gave an account of Cicero’s assassination.

11 This is done, with the indication of the passages, if still extant, in Zresnsact.
p- 124 f. note 4. .

12 Tt is perhaps not accidental that three of them were written in Greek.
Besides these we have allusions to letters of Trebatius (c. 37) and Brutus
(Comp. Dem. et Cic. 4) to Cicero and one written by Brutus to Atticus (c. 45).
A number of items, found in the extant Correspondence, are given without any
hint as to their ultimate source, e.g. c. 36, 6, Cicero’s answer to a request of
Caelius (= ad fam. 1. 11); some again are introduced by a vague ypdgper év
émrwrrolais (c. 37) or credited to him by a phrase like 7& uév odv év Tais émiorohals
yeypappéva Towabrd éorw. That they were all taken at second or third hand
will be shown below. . ‘

-
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former and fifteen 8 of the latter occur in the biography of
Cicero. Nepos, though not the vita Ciceronis, is cited five
times ¥ ; Sallust, but not the Catilina, three times 1 ; Asinius
Pollio®® and Tiro’sY exhaustive’® biography twice each.
Livy's¥name occurs a dozen times in Plutarch, but nowhere
in his Cicero. The latest literary allusion is the ineidental
" reference to the Memoirs of Augustus?

To these must be added the far more numerous references
to earlier authorities, indicated by vague and general phrases.
They often introduce a digression, or incidental observations ;
nor must the plural number be taken as a proof of a plurality
of sources, as it often merely corresponds to an ‘on dit,’ or
was, in some instances, perhaps occasioned by the citation of
several authorities in the source directly consulted :

a. Aéyerar,Aéyovoev:c.1,1.28 Si;2,4; 4,28;5,22;9,7;
17,29.6; 25,155 32, 153 33,27; 36,85 39,22; 40,18;
41,1; 46, 2; 49, 1; Comp. 1,18 — Aeydpevar: c. 41, 16;
45, 14.

b. ¢qoi, paoci, Tiveés 8é pacdt, ds Paciv évioe: c. 6, 16;
20, 6 (bs adrds ¢now 6 Kuépwv); 41, 29— c. 40, 12;
44,31; 44,9—cC. 20,24 —C. 4, 7.

c. dokel, éddxer: c. 2,7; 12,115 14, 3; 23, 27 ; 29, 12.

18 ¢, 3 (pro Roscio), 7 (in Verrem), 9 (pro Manilio), 10 ff. (in Cat.), 12 (de
leg. agrar.), 24. 48 (Philippica), 35 (pro Murena, pro Milone), 37 (pro Ligario),
Comp. 1 (pro Caelio), and a number no longer extant, c. 6. 13 (pro Othone)
and esp. c. 26. On the reference to the pro Plancio, see below.

U Marc. 12. 305 Tib. Gracch. 21 5 Lucull. 43; Comp. Pelop. et Marc. 1.

18 Lucull. 11. 333 Comp. Lys. et Sull. 3.

18 Caes. 46; Pomp. 72.

17 Cic. 41. 49; Tac. Dial. 17; Gell. M. 4. IV. 10, 5.

18 The 4th book had not advanced beyond the Clodian episode. Cp. Ascon.
Ped. in Milon. p. 49.

19 The citations extend from Bks. V-CXVI. But as Plutarch’s perusal of
the Livius ingens Quem mea non totum bibliotheca capit is quite out of the
question, either all these quotations were taken at second hand, or else he read
an Epitome of Livy, such as is known to have existed in the time of Domitian
(Mart. XIV. 190; Stat. Si/w. IV. 7, 53), if not actually as early as the reign of
Tiberius.

20 Comp. Dem. et Céc. 3 and Cic. 45.
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bs dotke: ¢ 1, 23; 35,65 44, 17.

e. loTopovoiy, leTdépyTar: c. 1, 3; 5, 26; 44, 19—&vioe
Tdv ovyypadéwy {oToplKkady: C. 49, 32.

f. dmopvypovevovoiv: c. 24, I1—moAA& xaplevra dia-
pvnpoveverat: C. 7, 24.

g. fv wvbéobar, mvvldvopar: c. 1,3 —c. 49, 3.

h. & pév odv dfia pviuns 1dv mepi...Kixépovos
ioTopovpévey els Tyv Juerépav dpiktar yvdow,
radr’ éoriv: Comp. Dem. et Cic. c. 1, 22 f,

i. 74 BiBAia redevrdy katémrAynoe kal T& cvyypdppata
T@v éykopiov: c. 24, 3—bs éx TV ovyypappdToy
AaBeiv &oTi: c. 24, 10— émalvov, ols moldaxod

- xpiiTar wepi Tod dvdpds: c.24,21—&oTi 8¢ Tis Kal
T0b §fovs év Tols Adyois éxatépov Sloyis: Comp.
Dem. et Cic. 1, 5. :

joo Twés. .. émidpdovrar. .. duvypovoiae: c. 24, 18. 24.

k. rév 8t kat’ avrov évddfwr. .. odk oTiv ovdels, bv
ovk émoinoev évdofdTepov 9 Aéyov § ypddwv
evpevds mepl €xdoTov: C. 24, 24 ff. —wodAd pév
Kaioapt ypddwr: c. 37, 32.

IV. This preliminary discussion will, I hope, have paved
the way for a detailed examination into the sources of the
information contained in Plutarch’s Life of Cicero, but, before
I proceed to this analysis, I deem it expedient to survey, as
briefly as possible, the results at which previous investigators
have arrived, particularly as my own conclusions will be found
to differ so materially from those which have hitherto been
more or less generally accepted.

While opinions have naturally varied as to the precise
extent of Plutarch’s indebtedness to the several authorities
who, in the conviction of scholars, had ‘been consulted by the
biographer, substantial unanimity seems to exist as regards
the following points: Plutarch, we are assured, unquestion-
ably read and utilized Cicero’s imouvnua Tiis Umatelas, the
Letters and Speeches (of the latter particularly the Catilinian,
the Philippics, and the pro Plancio), and the autobiographical
chapters of the Brutus.
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_ Finally, it is generally held that he was under deep obliga-
tions to Sallust’s Cazi/ine and to Tiro’s de vita Ciceronis and
de tocis Ciceronis.

- These confident allegations, however, rest upon no founda-
tion. Plutarch, as I hope to demonstrate in the following
pages, did not consult for the purpose of this biography a
single work of Cicero’s nor Sallust's monograph nor Tiro nor
Livy. While this part of my analysis is strictly negative in
character, I shall also show that Plutarch’s biography con-
tains a very considerable amount of information of post-Livian
or post-Augustan origin and that one of the principal sources
for these portions was none other than Suetonius’s Zife of
Cicero.

V2, To begin with the works expressly cited by Plutarch,
for these quotations must naturally create the impression of
having been secured at first hand,! we may first take up the
Letters of Cicero. Now the mere presumption that Plutarch
had been acquainted with this unique and inexhaustible
thesaurus of historical and autobiographical information at
once puts us on the horns of a dilemma : if he was, he must
either have read the ent:ire correspondence (which, as may be
observed in passing, was probably double the size of our extant
collection 2) and then have culled from it, like a modern Dru-
mann, what appeared relevant to his purpose, or else he did
not consult any part of it at first hand.

That the latter is the only acceptable alternative can be
easily shown. In the first place, Plutarch on his own statement
had not the leisure, and, as I have also pointed out abbve, he
could not have had the disposition, to ransack so vast a store-
house for his materials, not to mention that the ancients, with
the possible exception of Suetonius,? utterly failed to realize

1 Particularly such expressions as we find in c. 24, oxeddv .. . ula xal devrépa . ..
év dpy7 Tev YéyparTar 37 Td uév odv év Tals émwTolals Yeypauuéva Towaird éaTiv.

2 We possess in all 864 letters, of which 774 are written by Cicero himself.

3 The extensive use which he makes of these Letters is all the more note-
worthy, because the subjects of his extant writings would not naturally nor
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the incomparable value of these contemporary documents.*
Finally, even if we were to grant, on the strength of the
direct and indirect allusions to these Letters, that Plutarch
perused only a part of them, the capriciousness of the selec-
tion no less than the comparatively trivial information which
such reading yielded would still remain quite inexplicable. But
if these general considerations should not prove convincing,
posttive evidence that the biographer never read the Corre-
spondence of Cicero will be furnished by c. 37. We are there
told that Trebatius wrote to the orator that Caesar would be
pleased with the support of Cicero, but if his advanced age
should forbid an active participation, he might at least retire to
~ Greece, remaining neutral throughout the impending struggle.
Cicero, however, vexed that Caesar did not write to him a
personal letter, replied in anger,® saying that he would do
nothing unworthy of his past career. Plutarch concludes
with the clause Ta& pév odv év Tais émioTolais yeypauuéva
Totadrd éore. Now we still possess a letter of Cicero which
seems to refer to this very incident; but unless we gratui-
tously assume that the allusion is based upon some letter now
lost, it differs, in spite of a general agreement, in ‘2 number
of details sufficiently significant to preclude Plutarch’s perusal
of the original® Thus, we find nothing in the Latin about

often suggest the expediency of their consultation. We may, therefore, be
reasonably certain that he exploited the Correspondence to the fullest extent
in his Life of Cicero. Cp. also Macé, Essaz sur Suétone pp. 284-298 (Cicéron
chez Sublone).

4 Cp. H. Peter, Der Brief in der rim. Literatur, 1901, p. 5.

5 The Greek does not make it clear, whether the letter was sent to Caesar
or to Trebatius. If the former is meant, the discrepancy pointed out above
would be still greater. .

6 ad. A#. VIIL 17, 3: Trebatius quidem scribit se ab illo . . . rogatum esse
ut scriberet ad me ut essem ad urbem, nihil ei me gratius facere posse. Haec
verbis plurimis. Intellexi ex dierum ratione, ut primum de discessu nostro
Caesar audisset, laborare eum coepisse, ne omnes abessemus. . .. Illud admiror
non ipsum ad me scripsisse (= favudoas 8r¢ Kailoap alrds odx Eypayer) . . .
rescripsi ad Trebatium — nam ad ipsum Caesarem qui mihi nihil scripsisset
nolui (dmwexplvaro wpds dpy#hv!)— quam illud hoc tempore difficile esse . . . sin
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Caesar’s proposal of eventual neutrality, nothing which would
justify the assertion that Cicero replied mpos épysv. Finally,
the extant collection contains a number of letters which passed
between these parties at this time, and they are all couched
in friendly terms.” They throw considerable light upon the
attitude of the two men toward each other, and yet we are
asked to believe that Plutarch overlooked these altogether
while he inaccurately reproduced the tenor of another!

Vb, So much for the Letters.! 1 pass on to the Speec/es.
In the detailed account of the Catilinian Conspiracy, the
famous orations are expressly alluded to in jfour? places,
coincidences with Plutarch’s narrative are also numerous, and
hence scholars have had no hesitation in ascribing a direct
knowledge of them to the biographer. But if ever mere
coincidences have proved to be worthless as evidence of direct
indebtedness, it would be in this case, for the reason that
this episode was certainly dealt with at greater or less length
in all histories or biographies of Cicero, and hence the salient,
well-established facts are related with substantial unanimity
in Cicero, Sallust, Appian, Florus, and Dio, to mention only
the extant accounts. It is in the arrangement of the subject-
matter and in details that divergences are revealed,.and they
are all incompatible with the assumption that Plutarch had
carefully perused the original records. A few particularly
significant illustrations will suffice :

In Cic. iz Cat. 1. 4, 9, we read : reperti sunt duo equites
Romani qui . . . me meo in lectulo interfecturos pollice-
ventur . . . exclusi eos quos Catilina mane ad me salutatum
miserat. Here no names are given, but in the pro Swila
6, 18 one Cornelius is introduced as gui me in sedibus mets
in conspectu uxoris meae ac liberorum meorum trucidaret, and
bellum geretur, non deero officio nec dignitati meae, pueros imexféuevos in
Graeciam (ws ovdév dvdfwov mpdier TOY wemohiTevpévwy).

Tad Att. 1X. 6 a. 16; X. 8 b (ad Ciceronem); IX. 11 a (ad Caesarem).

1 For other evidence, see notes to the text (Appendix I).
2 c. 14. 16. 19. 2I.
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he also figures in Sall. Cav. 28, together with L. Vargunteius,
a senator, as a would-be assassin of Cicero. Now in Plut. c. 16
two others, Cethegus and one Marcius, are mentioned as those
who had been delegated for this murderous task; he also
knows the informant who warned Cicero and adds the absurd
detail koAvlévTes eiceNBeiv dryavdkTour kal kateBdwv émi
Odpais, dare vmomrdrepor yevéobar®

Doubtless the names of these men were originally unknown,

but subsequently suspicion fastened upon several conspirators,

' which gave rise to the variants in our extant accounts of the
episode. Whether the correct one is found among them is
indeterminable and immaterial, but there can be no question
that neither the firsz speech against Catiline nor the pro Swlla
could have been Plutarch’s source, and, to anticipate the
discussion below, Sallust is, at least for this particular item,
also excluded.

Again, in Cat. 11. 2, 4, Cicero says moleste tuli quod ex
urbe parum comitatus exierit. Utinam ille omnes secum copias
eduxisset, and this is confirmed by Sall. Car. 32, cum paucis in
Manliana castra profectus est, whereas Plutarch c. 16 reports
HeETA TpLakooiwy omhopopwy . . . wpos Tov MdAAiov éydper.

Cic. ¢z Caz. 111. 3, 6. 5, 10 speaks of a large number of
daggers and swords having been found in the house of
Cethegus, but Plut. c. 18 adds hemp and sulphur and that
the weapons were all veofzjkTovs.

According to 7n Cat. 111. 4, 8, urbem ex omnibus partibus
quem ad modum descriptum distributumque erat, incendissent.
Sallust Cat. 43 and Appian II. 3 mention fwelve districts.
Plut. c. 18, on the other hand, says 100 men were assigned
to as many districts, and adds further details not found else-
where, but ignores L. Cassius (¢z Cat. I11. 6, 14; IV. 6, 13).

8 Appian’s account (II. 3) is still more circumstantial and in flat contradic-
tion with both Cicero and Plutarch. He says Lentulus and Cethegus intended
to entice Cicero into taking an early morning walk and then by engaging him

in conversation and thus drawing him away from his people to murder him.
Dio Cass. 37, 32 mentions only ddw Tuwds.
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The story of Cicero’s energetic measures to crush the con-
spiracy in the bud, of his shrewd dealings with the Allobrogians,
and of the exposure in the senate, so graphically told 77 Car.
II1. 2, 4 ff,, again differs in important details from the narra-
tive in Plut. c. 18. We may conclude with one other exam-
ple, though the list of discrepancies is by no means exhausted.
When Plut. c. 21 says that Cicero after hearing Caesar’s plea
for clemency immediately avaords éveyelpnaev els éxdrepov Ta
uév 1y mwporépa, Ta 8¢ Ty yvoun Kaloapos cvveirdv, ol Te
Pidot mwdvres olduevor 79 Kiképwre ovupépery v Kaioapos
yvéuny etc., it must be evident that he never read the fourt/
speech against Catiline

A similar analysis of Plutarch’s statements in c. 12 (de lege
agraria), c. 23 (where, e.g., Cato is said to have been the first
to hail Cicero as pater patriae, whereas he himself ®* mentions
Q. Catulus), his account of the trial of Roscius (c. 3),% of
Verres (c. 7 £.), of Milo and Murena (c. 35), can leave no doubt
in any unprejudiced mind that the biographer had not con-
sulted these speeches. Finally, even the pro Plancio must be
eliminated from the list of Plutarch’s possible sources, although
Cicero is expressly cited as his authority. The juxtaposition
and analysis of the two passages will make this clear:

pro Plancio 26, 64 f.: Vere me hercule Plut. Céc. c. 6 : émi Tov-
hoc dicam : Sic tum existimabam, nihil homi-  7ois olv péya Ppoviy eis
nes aliud Romae nisi de quaestura mea loqui  “Pduny Budifwv yeAotév T

. . excogitati quidam erant a Siculis hono-  7afelv pnoev. Jwwrvyaw
res in me inauditi : itaque hac spe decede- yap dvdpi Tév émpaviv
bam, ut mihi populum Romanum ultro omnia ¢ty Soxodvre wepl Kapma-
delaturum putarem. At ego cum casudiebus viav, épéofum, Tiva 8y Tdv
iis itineris faciendi causa decedens e pro- wempayuévov vr’ airot Ao
vincia Puteolos forte venissem . . . concidi  yov &ovot ‘Pwpaiow xal +{

4 This view is also advocated .by Sibinga l.c. p. 77, though he regards this
oration as non-Ciceronian. )

5in Pis. 3, 6; pro Sextio 57, 121. Both of these speeches are full of
biographical detail which Plutarch would not likely have ignored had he known
them. And the same is true of many others in the Ciceronian collection.

6 Cf. Sibinga l.c. pp. 16-19, and notes to text.

-
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paene, iudices, cum ex me quidam qudesis-
set, quo die Roma exissem et num quid-
nam novi. Cui cum respondissem me e
provincia decedere, ¢ Etiam me hercule,”
inquit, ¢ ut opinor, ex Africa.” Huic ego
iam stomachans fastidiose ¢ Immo ex Sici-
lia” inquam. Tum quidam quasi qui omnia
sciret, “Quid tu nescis,” inquit, *hunc
quaestorem Syracusis fuisse?” . . . ea res,
iudices, haud scio an plus mihi profuerit,
quam si mihi tum essent omnes gratulati.
Nam posteaquam sensi populi Romani aures
hebetiores, oculos autem esse acres atque
acutos, destiti quid de me audituri essent
homines, cogitare ; feci ut postea cotidie
praesentem me viderent, habitavi in oculis,
pressi forum.

¢povovow, bs dvdpartos xai
8ons Tav  wempaypévwv
c -~ \ ’ v >
avTe TV TOMY dracay éu-
’ \ » » -~
merAykas: Tov 8 emeiv-
«TIob yap s, & Kuxépor,
TOv Xpdvov Tovrov; ?’ TdTe
\ * 3 ~ ’
pév olv éabupfioar wavrd-
waow, & kabdwep s wéla-
yos dxawrts T woAw éume-
oy & mepi avTod Adyos
ovdev els Sofav émidplov
wemoiKkey* VoTepov 8¢ Ao-
ywopov éavr@ Sidods woAv
s photyuias VPpeirer, bs
wpos dopurTov wpdypa TV
Sofav duM\dpevos  kai

. 3 3 \ oy
mEPAS OUK €¢LK‘TOV exovaay.

That the ultimate source of this exquisite story was the
Ciceronian speech is, of course, self-evident, only Plutarch
could not possibly have had it before his eyes when he
penned this paragraph,” so thoroughly spoiled has it been in
the retelling. Thus, the best part of the joke turns upon the
interlocutor’s failure to distinguish ZLizlybaeum, Cicero’s dis-
trict, from Syracuse, the two together forming the province
of Sicily. Plutarch knew nothing of this and calmly speaks
of Cicero as quaestor of Sicily. Again, according to the
original Cicero made an excursion, in Plutarch he has left his
province at the expiration of his term of office. Inthe Latin
an unknown individual puts the annoying question, in the
Greek Cicero questions an eminent friend. Cicero is very
explicit as to the locality, Plutarch speaks vaguely of Cam-
pania. In the Latin, once more, we have the delightful col-
loquy which culminates in Cicero*s complete discomfiture, in
the Greek only a simple question is asked. Finally, Cicero’s
application of the story, and the lesson he drew from the

7 This is also recognized by H. Peter, Die Quellen etc. p. 130, and by
Sibinga 1c. p. 26-28.
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incident, are partly omitted, partly misunderstood, and partly
contradicted in the clumsy reproduction. Certainly no Roman
biographer or historian, such as Tiro, Nepos, Livy, or Sue-
tonius, could have transmitted this anecdote in the emascu-
lated shape in which we find it in Plutarch. It represents
doubtless what in modern parlance would be called a news-
paper clipping, a stray item which Plutarch may have come
upon in some of the many post-Augustan collectanea of
rerum memorabilium and which he had hastily transferred
to his Commonplace Book, or else he was here quoting a
story he had once heard, but had imperfectly retained in his
memory. .

A close analysis, then, of Plutarch’s references to Cicero’s
orations, whether direct or indirect, can, I feel convinced,
justify but one conclusion : to wit, that, while he may have
glanced at some speeches, he did not use them as biographical
sources of information.®

Ve, That Cicero’s Brutus, especially the famous autobio-
graphical chapters at the close, was consulted by Plutarch
seems to be universally admitted, this conviction being based
upon c. 3 and 4, which are chiefly devoted to the philosophical
and rhetorical training of the young Cicero. No doubt the
numerous coincidences existing between the two accounts,
more particularly the enumeration of the Asianic rhetoricians,
might lend color to this supposition, for even Strabo, the only
later writer who besides Plutarch speaks of them, cites the
Brutus as his authority.! And yet Plutarch cannot have read
a line of this work, so glaring are the contradictions. ~ In the
first place, Plutarch’s knowledge of the history of Greek phi-
losophy and rhetoric was unquestionably profound and exten-
‘sive, and he was not, therefore, called upon to consult a

8 We possess §4 speeches entire, 17 in fragments, and we know the titles, in
some cases also the contents, of 30 more. Plutarch, therefore, had he desired
to read some of Cicero’s speeches, would have been confronted with a collec-

tion of over one¢ kundred from which to choose! See Appendix I.
1 Strabo XIII. 660.
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Latin writer for his information on these subjects.? But we
are happily not compelled to rely upon such considerations.
If Plutarch read the Brutus, how was it possible that he
should represent Cicero as leaving Rome immediately after
the Roscian trial, whereas Cicero says expressly that he
remained two years longer actively engaged in forensic occu-
pation until his health gave out, a statement which Plutarch,
after asserting that it was put forth as a pretext by the orator
to conceal his cowardly departure out of fear of Sulla, con-
firms in the very next paragraph? Again, Plutarch makes
him return on the news of the dictator’s death, whereas
Cicero did not do so until two years later, when, as he tells
“us himself, the objects which had caused him to leave Rome
had been attained. Finally, in the enumeration of Cicero’s
teachers Plutarch omits Demetrius the Syrian and Aeschylus
the Cnidian, but adds Posidonius and refers to Molo as
Apollonius the son of Molo. Posidonius, although his name
occurs no fewer than eighteen times in the extant writings of
Cicero, is referred to but twice, and that in a parenthetical
~ way, as the orator’s zeacker; but these passages were certainly
unknown to Plutarch, not to mention that neither the time
when nor the place where Cicero enjoyed his instruction is
there given.? The confusion between Apollonius o pahaxds,
much the older man, and Molo, Cicero's teacher both in
Rome and in Rhodes,* furnishes still another proof that Plu-
tarch was not indebted to the Brutus. Their identification, it
is true, is extremely common both in Greek and Latin writers
after the time of Cicero, Strabo, and Valerius Maximus,5 the

2 If his biographical source had said no more than that Cicero had been a
pupil of Rhodian rhetoricians, their names would readily suggest themselves
to him. But if he found them already mentioned, there is only one biographer
of Cicero known to us who would be likely to have done so, namely Suefonius,
the author of the de grammaticis et rketoribus.

3 de fato 3, 5, Posidonius quaedam (pace magistri dixerim) comminisci
videtur ; de nat. deor. 1. 3, 5, Diodotus, Philo, Antiochus, Posidonius a quibus

instituti sumus. 4 Brut. 89, 307. 9o, 312. 91, 316.
5 Cf. Susemihl, Gesck. der alex. Lit. 11. pp. 489-403.

P
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younger rhetorician being referred to often as Apollonius or
Apollonius Molo — for Plutarch’s *AmoAwvip ¢ Mdrwvos!
is in my judgment due to a misunderstanding of his Latin
source, which probably contained the genitive Apollonii
Molonis, he being ignorant of the fact that the Latin, unlike
the Greek, does not express descent by the genitive case.

V4, Of the writings of Cicero still to be discussed there
remain only his poems de consulatu and de temporibus suis,
the Greek Memoir on kis Consulship and the de consiliis suis
or avékdora. On general considerations, it is to the highest
degree improbable that Plutarch utilized any of the poetic 2
effusions for his narrative, although certain items may be
ultimately based upon them, as the following passage in
Servius ad Verg. Ecl. VIII. 104 f. seems to show : hoc uxori
Ciceronis dicitur contigisse, cum post peractum sacrificium
libare vellet, in cinerem ex ipso cinere flamma surrexit quae
flamma eodem anno consulem fut\;um ostendit eius maritum,
sicut Cicero tn suo testatur poeshiate. This same omen is
related by Dio Cass. 37, 35 and with circumstantiality of
detail in Plut. Céc. 20, Terentia’s characterization being
introduced by the words ws adrds ¢pnow o Kiképwv. What
more probable, than that the poem de consulatu is the original
source of both Dio and Plutarch! A closer examination,
however, reveals considerable objections to this assumption.
In the first place, Servius, who, as the diczzur perhaps
indicates, cites only at second hand, places the incident at
an earlier time, when Cicero was again a private citizen,
whereas Plutarch expressly informs us that the annual festi-
val of the Bona Dea always took place in the house of the

1 So again in Plut. Caes. 3, but not elsewhere. It is, however, significant to
note in this connection that Suet. Caes. 4 also speaks of Apollonius Molo
where Molo was meant.

2 The one solitary allusion to a Latin poet, throughout all the voluminous
writings of Plutarch, is found in Zucull. 39, where the reference to Horace
(viz. Epist. 1. 6, 40 ff.), if not an actual interpolation, as I still believe it to be,
is in any case taken at second or third hand. Cp. Zransact. p. 149 note 16.
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consul,? and that Cicero accordingly went to the residence of a
neighbor, there to deliberate upon the best mode of dealing .
with the conspirators. In the second place, the interpreta-
tion of the omen, as well as the time of its occurrence,
exhibits noteworthy divergences. If we are to believé
Servius, Cicero himself spoke of it as having happened
before he was elected ; according to Plutarch and Dio (who,
however, makes no mention of the Bona Dea or of Teren-
tia) the miracle occurred shortly before the famous debate
in the senate and was interpreted as justifying Cicero in
insisting on the death penalty.* Again, the deliberations of
the consul in Plutarch  follow the arrest of the conspira-
tors, whereas in Sallust c. 46 they are made to precedc
the sensational exposure, and there is no allusion to the
prodigy.

The narrative in Plutarch is homogeneous throughout and
not marred by any irrelevant additions. Now, unless we
gratuitously maintain that the authority of Cicero is specially
invoked for the sole purpose of substantiating the parenthetical
remark concerning Terentia, while the truth of the curious
story-immediately preceding was allowed to stand on its own
merits, we must conclude that the entire passage was culled
from one and the same source. But if so, this authority
cannot have been the Ciceronian poem, even if we lay no
stress upon the chronological difficulty in Servius for the
reasons given above. The Greek Memoir, on the other
hand, is no less out of the question, and that chiefly for two

8 Dio Cass. l.c. év 77 olxlg adrod, but in c. 45 he speaks of these ceremonies

- as taking place wapd Te Tols UmdTois kal mapd Tols oTparnyois. May not

this statement be ultimately due to some scholar, like Fenestella, who wished

to reconcile the conflicting chronology in the traditional accounts of this
incident ?

4 Dio, however, places the incident early in the morning, Plutarch in the
evening. In the former again 73 wlp éwl pakpbrarov wapd 70 elxds 7pfn, in the
latter éx 7fis Téppas kal TV Kexavuévwy PAoLdY PAbya wONNYY dufike kal Aaumpdy.
Plutarch and Dio, therefore, unquestionably followed different authorities.
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reasons : In the first place, Cicero’s own reflections?® could
not have assumed the condemnatory form which Plutarch
has given to them (ad7ds Te 8fev dvavdpos kal palakds etc.);
in the second place, the disparaging remarks concerning his
wife could not well have been made at a time when their
estrangement had not yet taken place, the imdurnua having
been written in 60 B.C. In the é&vékdora published after
the divorce they might, of course, have occurred, but then
there is no evidence that this work rehearsed the story of the
conspiracy from the beginning, nor are we justified in ascrib-
ing to Plutarch any first-hand acquaintance with the avécdora
on the strength of so vague a reference as the & T Adye
etc. in his Life of Crassus.®

That the dwduvnua Tijs vmarelas, on the other hand, cited
in the same passage, had been read by Plutarch, jt were no
less rash to conclude from this solitary and incidental allusion ;
and yet, since the time of Heeren, scholars have with ever-
increasing confidence maintained that we must indeed recog-
nize in this Greek Memoir the principal, if not actually the
only, source of Plutarch’s information on this subject.” We
shall see subsequently that there is no satisfactory evidence
for this assumption.

VI. Turning to a consideration of Sallust’s De coniuratione
Catilinae, it might be supposed that a comparison between
the exfant monograph and the account in Plutarch would
definitely settle any question as to the indebtedness of the

5 These deliberations seem to be ultimately based upon a swasoria, possibly
suggested by Sallust l.c., and entitled: Deliberat Cicero an coniuratores inter-
Jficiat. Seealsop.68. If so,a post-Augustan origin for this chapter, probable
on independent grounds, would be revealed.

6 See above p. 7.

7 So e.g. Weizsicker, Schmidt in special treatises, Buresch, Willrich, and,
preceding them all, Sibinga, whose discussion is, however, strangely ignored
by the German advocates of the hypothesis. Heeren, as usual, merely postu-
lates it as a fact. Peter, Die Quellen etc. p. 129 f., seems to be the only critic
who denies Plutarch’s indebtedness to the dmwburnua, though he does so on
insufficient grounds.
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one to the other; and, as a matter of fact, the great majority
of scholars are convinced that Plutarch did make a more or
less extensive use of the Sallustian narrative, a conclusion
which rests solely on the unquestionably numerous coinci-
dences between them. But the equally numerous divergences
in matters of detail, certain chronological discrepancies, the
different attitude of Sallust and Plutarch toward the principal
actors in the drama, the noteworthy circumstance, finally, that
they have not a single item of information in common which
is either omitted or contradicted in all other extant sources,
these are facts which certainly far outweigh in significance and
argumentative validity the existing parallelisms, the more so
as the latter reveal no peculiarities in style or substance which
might seem incompatible with a non-Sallustian origin. Many
of these dissimilarities have, of course, been noticed ; but so
far from their leading to the only inference which is psycho-
logically reasonable, namely that Plutarch could never have
consulted Sallust, we are seriously asked to believe that
Plutarch, while industriously appropriating Sallust’s material,
had from some unaccountable, capricious fancy repeatedly
and suddenly abandoned his guide, in order to incorporate
from other sources numerous items which partly contradict
or modify or expand his previous basic narrative. That such
a patchwork method, even if it were justly attributable to
Plutarch, must have resulted in producing an incoherent
mosaic instead of an admittedly consistent and homogeneous
narrative, goes without saying; and yet it is precisely some
such conception which underlies many of the source analyses
to which Plutarch’s Lives have been subjected. °

In order to establish the falsity of the current belief, it will
only be necessary to enumerate some of the more flagrant
contradictions between the two authors.!

T For others see Schmidt, Liibeck Progr. 1. c. pp. 2~7, who, wholly intent
upon proving Plutarch’s extensive indebtedness to Cicero’s iméurqua, is of

course compelled to eliminate Sallust as far as possible as one of his sources.
See also notes in Appendix I.
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In Sallust c. 23. 25. 28, we read how Q. Curius and Fulvia
came to reveal to Cicero the secrets of the conspirators. In
Plutarch, on the other hand, the name of Curius is conspicuous
by its absence, and Fulvia’s information is confined to the
contemplated assassination of the consul at the hands of
Marcius and Cethegus, ‘for whom Sallust substitutes C.
Cornelius and L. Vargunteius.

In Sallust c. 30, L. Saenius, a senator, announces the sus-
picious movements of Manlius in Etruria, a few days after
the famous decree videant consules etc. had been passed ; in
Plutarch c. 15 this information is given by Q. A»7ius and it
is immediately fo/lowed by the same decree. .

In Sallust c. 30, Q. Metellus Creticus and Q. Metellus Celer
are mentioned among a number of other generals as having
been dispatched by a decree of the senate to prevent or quell
any uprisings in other cities; in Plutarch c. 16 Q. Metellus,
without the distinguishing cognomen, is appointed by Cicero
himself as commander-in-chief (ta pév éfw mpdypara K. M.
SiemioTevae). )

In Sallust c. 32, Catiline cum paucis in Manliana castra
profectus est; in Plutarch c. 16 pera Tpiakoo{wv omioddpwr

. wpos Tov MdAhov éydper. Neither can this passage
nor Sall. c. 43, Statilius et Gabinius uti cum magna manu
duodecim sitmnul oppovtuna loca urbis incendervent etc., have
been the source of Plut. c. 18, as already pointed out above
(p- 13). We may add that the Greek author says that
pla Tév Kpomddwv was selected for the deed, whereas no date
at all is given in the Latin.

The story of the arrest of the conspirators (Sall. c. 47 and
Plut. c. 19) also exhibits noteworthy discrepancies. Thus the
latter says that they were handed over to the praetors, but
Sallust gives the names of all the custodians, and there is
not a praetor among them ; nor does he add the picturesque,
albeit absurd, touch, that Lentulus on abdicating immediately
exchanged his senatorial toga for a garb of mourning, év 73
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BovAy katabéuevos, he having probably brought it with him
for just such a contingency! Stress has been laid upon the

phrases abdicato magistratu and in liberis custodiis habeantur

as closely corresponding to d@mwpdsato Ty dpxrv and mape-
dd0ncav eis ddecuov ¢ularsy; but, even if the parallelisms
were more exact than they are, how, we ask, ¢ould a verbal
resemblance? in statements of this kind be avoided? The
same holds true of other verbal similarities.

Plutarch c. 10, after attributing to Catiline two atrocious
crimes which are not mentioned in Sallust, says dAlas Te
wicTels GANjAois EBooav kal xarabiocavres dvlpwmov éyed-
cavto Ty capkdv. Sall. c. 22 also refers to these pledges,
but speaks only of the drinking of a mixture of human blood
and wine and then adds the significant remark : nonnulli ficta
et haec et multa practerea existumabant ab eis qui Ciceronts
invidiam quae postea orta est lentyi credebant atrocitate sceleris
eovum qui poenas dederunt. Nobis ea ves pro magnitudine
parum comperta est.

In the account of the memorable debate in the senate,
Sallust c. 50 f. mentions Tiberius Nero 3 as the one who first
proposed the milder sentence and says nothing of the oppo-
sition of Lutatius Catulus; Plutarch on the other hand (c. 20)
‘omits the name of Nero and maintains that all followed the
first speaker Silanus in recommending the death penalty,
until it came to Caesar.*

2 So Dio XXXVII. 34 says of Lentulus: dwemrelv 7Hv orparyylay, Appian
II. 5 % Bouhy Aévrhov wapéhvoe tijs dpxdis and Cic. #n Car. IIL 6, 15, magis-
tratu se abdicavit.

3 So also Appian II. 5, whose narrative is otherwise independent of Sallust
and in closer agreement with Plutarch.

4 wpogeribevro TovT wdvres épetiis uéxpt Tatov Kaloapos and Cat. Min. 22
ol 3¢ per’ avrdv épetfis frohovbnoav &xpt Kaloapos Dio Cass. XXXVIL 36,
6 Kaloap, mdvrwy wpd alrod yYnoiopuévwy dmwobavelv cpds, yvduny Edwre etc. So
also Cic. Cat. IV. 4, 7, duae dictae sunt sententiae : una D. Silani . . . altera
C. Caesaris ; ad Azt. XII. 21, 1, illud turpiter ignorat (sc. Brutus): Catonem
primum putat de animadversione dixisse, quam omnes ante dixerant praeter
Caesarem; et cum ipsius Caesaris tam severa fuerit, qui tum praetorio loco



24 SOURCES OF PLUTARCH’S LIFE OF CICERO

It is needless to multiply illustrations. These discrep-
ancies, when added to the well-known facts that Plutarch
and Sallust do not agree in their chronology, that the Greek
account is written from a decidedly Ciceronian standpoint
with only an occasional unfriendly note, and, finally, that the
whole creates the impression of being a consistent narrative
and not a piece of patchwork made up of ill-assorted stones
taken from numerous quarries, make it clear that Sallust
cannot under any circumstances be regarded as a direct source
of Plutarch’s information regarding the conspiracy.

VII. The question as to Plutarch’s possible indebtedness
to Lzyy, though this is improbable for the reason given above
(p. 81), is intimately associated with the determination of the
sources of Dio Cassius, whose acquaintance with the /ib7: ab
urbe condita, whether in the original or in the Epitome, is
reasonably certain.! But the extent to which he consulted this
authority must ever remain problematical, in view of the fact
that Dio’s first-hand knowledge of contemporary historical
sources covering the period of Cicero’s career (for it is with
this that we are here alone concerned) is equally well
established,? although we are not justified in crediting him
dixerit, consularium putat leniores fuisse Catuli, Servilii, Lucullorum, Curionis,
Torquati, Lepidi, Gellii, Volcatii, Figuli, Cottae, L. Caesaris, C. Pisonis, etiam
M’. Glabrionis, Silani, Murenae, designatorum consulum, and Suet. Caes. 14,
senatu universo . . . ultimam statuente poenam, so/us . . . censuit.

8 The technical difficulty involved in such a process for an ancient investi-
gator has been well pointed out by Nissen, Ucber die Quellen der 4. u. 5.
Dekade des Livius, 1865, p. 78, although the famous One Source Theory which
he deduces from it cannot be accepted without very considerable modifica-
tions and restrictions.

1 Cp. e.g. M. Grasshoff, de jfontibus et auctoritate Dionis Cassii, Bonn
Dissert. 1867; W. Heimbach, Quaeritur quid Dio . . . e libro 4o usque ad
librum 47 e Livio desumpserit, Bonn Dissert. 1878 ; Willrich l.c. pp. 43-52.

2 E.g., the long speech put into the mouth of Cicero (Dio XLV. 18-45)
exhibits a first-hand acquaintance especially with the second Philippic oration.
Cp. 1. G. Fischer, d¢ fontibus et auctoritate Cassii Dionis in enarrandis a
Cicerone post Caesaris mortem . . . habitis orationibus, Leipzig 1870. And the

reply of Calenus (XLVI, 1-28) is probably very extensively indebted to
Antonius’s speech (Sept. 19, 43) and the pamphlet literature of the day.
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with the extensive reading of the works of Cicero, Sallust,
and others, attributed to him by many scholars.® Under these
circumstances it is impossible to say with any degree of con-
fidence to what extent Dio was directly indebted to Livy for
those events in which Cicero was a conspicuous participant.
If Dio’s strange hostility toward the man was in any way
conditioned by the character of his sources, then Livy’s
alleged influence must be confined within still narrower limits,
for his attitude toward Cicero was demonstrably favorable,
though his admiration for the orator need not have blinded
him to the defects of the statesman. But, be this as it may,
if Livy must needs be regarded as a jfons primarius of Dio,
* then Plutarch’s Cicero could not also have been under obliga-
" tions to him,! the chiefly unavoidable coincidences with Dio
here too not counterbalancing the significant divergences in
matters of detail and in the general historical setting, so to
speak, which an unprejudiced comparison brings to light.
VIII. Appian, especially in his account of the Conspiracy,
contains some remarkable parallelisms! with Plutarch. Some
scholars have accordingly maintained that the historian
directly consulted the biographer, while others contended that
they were both indebted to a common third source, such as
Cicero’s imduvnpua, Sallust, Livy, or Asinius Pollio.2 Appian’s

3 Especially R. Wilmans, De fontibus et auctoritate Dionis Cassii (lib. 36-52),
Berlin Diss. 1835; Peter and Besser ll.cc.

¢ This is certainly true of the narrative of Cicero’s death, as may be seen
from Livy’s account, presérved by Seneca Rhetor, Swas. VI. If what Val.
Max. IX. 12, 7 says of Licinius Macer is based, like so much of his materjal,
upon Livy, then Plut. c. 9, who deals with the same incident, is also quite
independent of the historian.

1 See notes to the text. :

2 Cp. Willrich lc. pp. 38-42, with the literature there cited, to which may
be added C. Peter, Zur Kritik der Quellen der alieren vim. Gesck., 1879,
pp- 132-138; Witte, De Nicolai Damasceni fragmentorum Romanorum fon-
tibus, Berlin 1900 ; and E. Schwartz’s article in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencycl., s.v.
According to Soltau, he made an extensive use of Asinius Pollio through the
medium of Strabo, Nicolaus, and Socrates Rhodius, the same material being
also transmitted to Plutarch by several Gree# ¢ go-betweens.’
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partiality for Augustus and his equally marked unfriendliness
toward Cicero, combined with many palpable errors which
Plutarch does not share with him, are sufficient to disprove
the above hypotheses. Everything, on the contrary, goes to
show that Appian’s narrative is to a large extent a hasty and
slipshod compilation, based upon sources which I do not
venture to name, but which, unless all signs fail, betray a
post-Augustan origin.

IX2, Tiro's biography of his patron was unquestionably
as exhaustive as it was authoritative, for it was based upon a
most intimate knowledge of the orator’s works and a deep
familiarity with his character and conduct, acquired through
life-long association in the capacity of literary executor,
amanuensis, and friend. Nor can there be any doubt that
considerable information came to him from the living lips of
Cicero himself. That it long remained the standard authority
on the subject may perhaps be inferred from the fact that a
century later Tacitus cites Tiro for the date of Cicero’s
death! Its eulogistic and apologetic character would cer-
tainly have attracted rather than repelled a man like Plutarch ;
and, as we find that Tiro is actually cited fwice, the conclu-
sion that he had been consulted directly may seem irre-
sistible. Hence we are not surprised to find that scholars
are well-nigh unanimous in regarding Tiro’s vita Ciceronis as
one of the chief sources of Plutarch.2 And yet, an unprej-
udiced examination of the allusions in question is quite fatal
to such an inference. In the first instance (c. 41), Tiro is
cited in a merely parenthetical sort of way in defense of
Cicero’s conduct and the motives which led to the divorce
from Terentia and to his subsequent marriage with his
wealthy young ward. The account, which takes up an entire
page, is distinctly unfavorable to Cicero, his own reasons

Y Dial. 17.
2 Heeren, Lagus, Sibinga, Peter, Graux, and others unhesitatingly assign all
passages of a strictly biographical or personal nature to this source.
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being regarded as at best plausible pretexts which his sub-
sequent conduct stamped as such. The severe criticism of
Antony, moreover, év Tais wpos Tovs Di\imwmicods avaypa-
dais, as well as similar references in later writers,® show that
we are here face to face with a chapter taken from the con-
temporary chronique scandaleuse, which some author, fond of
gossip and conversant with the criticisms and explanations
put forth on both sides, impartially welded together. That
this was not done by Plutarch will not be seriously denied,
nor can any contemporary biographer, such as Tiro, be
responsible for so objective a »ésumé. The whole passage,
in fact, not only has a suspicious post-Augustan look, but is
quite in the manner of Suetonius.

The pathetic story of Cicero’s proscription and assassination,
told at length and in a most graphic manner in c. 46—49,
contains, at its close, the other allusion to Tiro’s biography.
After relating the inhuman treatment of Cicero’s body at the
hands of Pomponia, and how she compelled Philologus, his
alleged betrayer (c. 48), to eat of his flesh, Plutarch, habitually
unable to reject a story, however incredible, so long as it points
a suitable moral, tells us (as if to relieve his conscience for
having accepted what évioc 7@V ovyypadéwy ioToprikaaiy) that
Tiro nowhere even so much as mentions this Philologus whose
treacherous conduct forms an integral part of the preceding
narrative. But if so, then Tiro cannot have been Plutarch’s
source for the closing period of Cicero’s life. The grewsome
character of the tale itself, the moral which it is made to point,
and the very reference to &wot ocuyypadeis, would alone show
that contemporary authorities are out of question; for such
apocryphal anecdotes could not arise until the real facts con-
cerning Cicero had become obscured by time and thus brought

3 Quint. VI. 3, 75, obiurgantibus quod sexagenarius Publiliam virginem
duxisset; Dio Cass. XLVI. 18, 3, 7is 5’00k oldev 8¢ Ty uév yuvaixa TH» wporépar
Thy Texolioar oo dvo Téxva étéBales, érépav ¢ émeanydyov mdpbevoy, vmepyfpws G,
va ék s obalas adThs 74 davelopara dmworioys;
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within the pale of the idealizing imagination, until a kind of
legendary halo had formed about the historical individual.
And, as a matter of fact, we know that the death of the
great orator appealed powerfully to the sympathetic fancy of
subsequent generations. But if the post-Augustan origin of
the chapters under notice is thus established on general
grounds, the correctness of this view may be concretely
demonstrated by the following observation. In one of the
Controversiae of Seneca, the title of which is given in full
above (p. 6%), no fewer than sixteen rhetoricians are intro-
duced who, each in his own way, discuss the ingratitude of
one Popillius who, though acquitted of the charge of parricide
through the efforts of Cicero, thereafter became the murderer
of his benefactor. In the midst of this recital, Seneca inserts
the following significant statement : Popellium pauct ex his-
toricis tradidevunt interfectovem Ciceronis et hi quoque non
parricidii veun a Cicerone defensum sed in privato iudicio :*
declamatoribus placuit parricidii veum fuisse. This passage,
of course, admits of but one interpretation, to wit, that the
connection of Popillius with the death of Cicero is unhistorical,
being an invention of rhetoricians which was subsequently
improved upon for epideictic purposes by making the alleged
assassin a former client of Cicero in a murder trial, this cir-
cumstance naturally enhancing the pathetic features of his
base ingratitude. Now when we read in Plut. Cic. c. 48,
that among the assassins of Cicero there was one Popillius
@ matpoxTovias moré Siknv Ppebyovr. guveimey ¢ Ki-
képwy, it will be at once manifest that the authority here fol-
lowed had already abandoned the sober, unembellished facts
of history in favor of the presumably more popular fiction of
later declamatores, and Plutarch is so completely under its
spell that he did not, as in the case of the Philologus incident,
virtually stamp the story as apocryphal by the halffrank,
half-natve avowal that earlier, contemporary writers, such as

4 This is indirectly confirmed by Sen. Swas. VI. See the following note.
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Tiro, had failed to record it. And yet the apparently insig-
nificant circumstance that in this very narrative it is not
Popillius, as we should expect, but Herennius who after pursu-
ing and overtaking Cicero deals the fatal blow, has still pre-
served an unmistakable trace of the genuine account in which
Popillius either played only a subordinate réle or, what is more
likely, did not figure at all.?

Finally, we cannot but recognize the handiwork of these same
rhetoricians in the suicidal deliberations® which Cicero is alleged
to have indulged in on reaching Astyra in his flight. Kaxet
Sievuktépevaer éml dewdv kal amdpwv Aoyioudv, dote xal
mape leiv eis Ty Kaicapos oixiav Sievorifn kpda xal oddfas
éavrov émi Tis éoTias aNdoTopa mwpoogBalelv, a passage
which bears a most suspicious family likeness to the suasoriae
of the Deliberat Cicero type.?

IXb. But if Plutarch was independent of Tiro in the very
chapters in which the latter is expressly quoted, any one of

51t is also worthy of notice that neither the Aistorians quoted by Sen.
Suas. VI (and both Livy and Asinius are among them), nor the sources of
Appian and Dio Cassius, seem to be acquainted with the parricide version.
Cp. Appian B. C. IV. 20, 6 8¢ Aaivas (so always in his account) xal dixynv
Tevd 8id 7ol Kixépwrbs more xarwpbwkds etc., and Dio XLVIL 11, 1, "Aper s
uév 8% xal edoefelas Togailra 7ére émiparvi Epya éyévero. Ilomihwos
3¢ &% Aaivas 7ov Kixépwva Tdv Mdpkov dmékrewve kalwep eVepyérnv albTob éx
guvnyophuaros 8vra. The opening sentence, the quite gratuitous addition
of 7dv Mdpxow, as well as the illustrations which follow, clearly point to a collec-
tion 4 la Valerius Maximus as the ultimate source of Dio. The narrative in
Val. Max. V. 3, 4, however, appears to be based upon Livy, for just as Livy
ap. Sezn. l.c. declared, in cuius (sc. Ciceronis) laudes persequendas Cicerone
laudatore opus fuerit, so Valerius maintains that only another Cicero could
adequately deplore the sad end of the orator; but he too seems as yetignorant
of the later story, unless the words, C. Popillium Laenatem defendit, enmque
salvum ad penates suos remisit, and the frigid antithesis, se caput ferre quod
pro capite eius quondam peroraverat, must_needs be interpreted as covert
allusions to a murder trial. w 14. M\.«/.»'C) an o rﬁu-pa—ws

6 Cp. Ps. Cic. ad Octavium, a rhetorical exercise of an early date: una cum
istis vitam simul fugere decrevi.

7 Cp. above p. 6% and esp. the perfectly analogous conception underlying
the advice given in Sen. Swas. VII. 3, fac moriendo Antonium nocentiorem; 8,
sine durare post te . . . perpetuam Antonii proscriptionem.
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the following criteria will justify us in still further eliminating
his vita Ciceronis in numerous other passages of the Greek
biography, where scholars have nevertheless on general prin-
ciples, it would seem, postulated an extensive indebtedness
to it.

Tiro, we contend, must be rejected as a direct source of
Plutarch: (1) Wherever recorded items of information are
distinctly #nfavorable to Cicero; and, if such occur within an
otherwise homogeneous narrative, it will follow as a neces-
sary corollary that the entzre chapter is equally non-Tironian.
(2) All paragraphs of importance which clearly contradict, or
are znconsistent with, the extant utterances of Cicero cannot
possibly have emanated from the editor of his correspondence
and speeches. (3) All details which manifestly betray, for
one reason or another, a mon-contemporary or post-Augustan
origin, must naturally have been wanting in Tiro’s vita
Ciceronis.

Now in applying these principles to the work under investi-
gation I must again emphasize the necessity of keeping stead-
fastly in mind that Plutarch cannot, on psychological grounds
alone, have accumulated his biographical information by con-
sulting one particular authority, only to abandon it at the
next moment, then reverting to it in the succeeding para-
graph, and so on with kaleidoscopic variation.!

The very first chapter furnishes a number of variants con-
cerning Cicero’s father (o0dév Jv mvféslar pérpiov — oi pév
— o¢ 8¢) which are mutually exclusive, one being unquestion-
ably slanderous. Again, the reason given for the retention of
the cognomen on the part of the first Cicero, and the refusal
of his famous descendant to discard it in spite of the solicita-
tion of his friends, absurdly imply that the Romans habitually
regarded this appellative in the light of an opprobrious nick-
name. Plutarch’s explanation must, therefore, have origi-
nated at a later time, when these cognomina had attracted

1 See above pp. 4. 21.
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the attention of philologians,? particularly as the alleged con-
notation of the term is due to a false etymology.3

Chapter 2. The prediction of Cicero’s future greatness,
though clearly a vaticinium ex eventu, may have been recorded
by Tiro as well as the detailed account of his career at school.
The statement, however, that he was taken uéoov airdv
éml Tiun casts some doubts upon this assumption, for a sim-
ilar story is told by Nepos of Atticus, Cicero’s fellow pupil.t
In any case, Tiro cannot have been Plutarch’s authority for
the éppin mws mpobuudrepov éml mounTiksjy and for the esti-
mate of Cicero’s poetic productions. This paragraph, as well
as the passage in c. 40, Ty 8¢ wpos THY woinow edrolia mailwy
éxpiTo. AéryeTat yap, omnvica pvein mwpos 16 ToodToV, TiS
vukTos & woely mevTakdaia, is unquestionably post-Augustan,?
and in all probability the entire narrative was taken directly
from Suetonius’s vita Ciceronis.

Chapters 3-5, which are closely connected, deal with the
life of the young Cicero up to the time of his quaestorship.
They contain the following indisputable evidence of non-
Tironian origin, although they are habitually attributed to this
source. Not to lay stress upon the fact that Plutarch does
not seem to have known that Cicero associated himself with
both Mucii, the augur and the pontifex, the statement that
he subsequently served under Sulla in the Marsian War is
notoriously false, for according to Cicero himself ¢ he served
under the consul Pompeius Strabo.” Again, we learn that

2 Cp. esp. Plut. Coriol. 11; Public. 11; Fub. Max. 1. Onthe Roman use of
cognomina designating bodily defects, cp. Hor. Saz. 1. 3, 48 ff.

8 Cp. Plin. NVat. Hist. XVIIL. 10, 3, iam Fabiorum, Lentulorum, Ciceronum
ut quisque aliquod optime genus sereret.

4 Nep. A7t 1. This seems to have been a usual mark of honor. Cf. Plut.
Cat. Min. 57; Ovid Fast. V. 67.

5 Cp. Transact. pp. 148-150.

6 Phil. XII. 11, 27.

7 Perhaps we may- recognize in this error a deliberate attempt to bring
the two great men into synchronistic association, Pompeius Strabo being
too obscure and unimportant a figure. To cite only Roman analogies, cp. the
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immediately on leaving school Cicero ®i{Awvos 7jrovae,
whereas his first teacher was Phaedrus,® Philo not reaching
Rome till after the death of Mucius, if the augur be meant.
The account of the Roscian trial, to which we shall have
occasion to refer again, is also full of errors which Tiro could
not have committed.

Chapter 4, on the philosophical and rhetorical studies of
Cicero, has been analyzed above (p. 17); and the same con-
siderations which proved Plutarch not to have been indebted
to the Brutus apply with equal force to Tiro’s biography.

Chapter 3 is no less replete with errors and contradictions.
That Tiro was well acquainted with the de drvinatione, which
contains a violent attack upon the Delphic oracle,® goes with-
out saying ; butif so, it is difficult to understand how he could
have spoken of Cicero’s visit to the shrine and of the answer
of the priestess recorded by Plutarch. Following the advice
of Apollo to keep aloof from politics, Cicero, we are told, lived
in retirement for a while, his scholarly seclusion earning for
him the nicknames of Greekling and pedant. This is also
demonstrably erroneous, as Cicero smmediately on his return
from Asia (77 B.c.) applied himself aésiduously to forensic
pleading,® being elected unanimously to the quaestorship
the year following. Surely an invention so palpably apocry-
phal — the chronological contradictions may well be attributed
to Plutarch’s notorious negligence in such matters — cannot
have emanated from so trustworthy a source as Tiro.

The anecdote of the impassioned acting of Aesopus, the
alleged teacher of Cicero, is an irrelevant addition, its

story of Sulla and the young Caesar (Suet. Caes. 1), of Accius and Pacuvius,
Caecilius and Terence. If so, all early contemporaneous authorities would
here be excluded as possible sources for Plutarch’s statement.

8 Cf. Cic. ad fam. XIIL 1, 2, magis Phaedrus nobis cum pueri essemus,
antequam Philonem cognovimus, ut philosophus . . . probabatur.

9 II. 56, 115.

10 Brut. 92,318, Unum igitur annum cum rediissemus ex Asia, causas nobiles
egimus cum quaesturam nos . . . peteret; ad 4. IV. 163, 1.
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digressional character being plainly indicated by ioTopodauv.
That the story was still unknown to Cicero may be shown
by a passage in the Zuscul. Disput®

Finally, the remark at the end of the chapter, that Cicero
by his excessive use of raillery and repartee woAlods érdmec
xal xaxonleias éxduBave ddEav, will certainly not be attributed
to the author who carefully collected the dicta Ciceromis.2

Chapters 6-9, which bring the narrative down to the con-
sulship of Cicero, are perhaps the most incoherent in the
entire biography, being made up of anecdotes, witticisms, per-
sonal characteristics, and historical items, some of which are
open to serious objections. In at least two instances a
post-Augustan origin must be assumed, and in another we
unexpectedly come upon a statement highly derogatory to
the orator, although these chapters are otherwise extremely
eulogistic.

After relating the story of Cicero’s quaestorship, which
culminates in the anecdote discussed above, Plutarch speaks
of his hero’s efforts to win popularity and then suddenly tells
us of his moderate means, adding that people marveled at
his not accepting legal fees. Now the lex Cincia de donis et
muneribus, which forbade this, had, indeed, become virtually
a dead letter even in Cicero’s time ;13 but it does not seem
likely that any contemporary writers would have expressed
their astonishment that the orator had failed to violate an
existing statute. This was, however, entirely natural after
the time of Claudius, who repealed the old law and substituted

1 IV. 25, 55, oratorem vero irasci minime decet . . . num egisse umquam
iratum Aesopum ?

12 Cp. also c. 27, 73 & ols ruxe wpockpoley Evexa Tob yeholov woNd ouvipye picos
atT@ 28 init., éx TovTwy éylvero moNNols émax s Comp. Dem. et Cic. 1, moNkayol
7@ oRWTTKG TPds TO PwpoNbxov éxpepbuevos etc.

18 Cp. the interesting passage iz Verr. L. 13, 37, where Cicero deplores the
fact that so salutary a measure was falling into desuetude and severely
‘arraigns Hortensius and others for its open violation. It was again enforced
by Augustus. Cf. Dio LIV. 18 and Ovid 4m. L. 10, 39, turpe reos empta
miseros defendere lingua.
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definite fees, the maximum being fixed at 10,000 sesterces.
The remark of Plutarch, as may be observed in passing, also
proves that he did not consult the speeches against Verres, a
fact confirmed by the conflicting statements regarding the *litis
aestimatio, 1* the extremely low figure (750,000 sesterces)
given by Plutarch being taken from some writer unfriendly to
Cicero, as shown by the words which follow : 8taBoryv éayer,
s ém’ apryvplo 10 Tipnua xabuperpévos, an accusation all the
more remarkable as he repeatedly emphasizes the scrupulous
honesty of Cicero in these very paragraphs and elsewhere,
e.g. C. 36, Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3. The statement concerning
the orator’s precarious health is contradicted by Plutarch him-
self (c. 4) and by Asinius Pollio.’¥ Again, the purchase of
three villas and a house on the Palatine cannot, of course, be
reconciled with the remark touching his modest means above
referred to, but seems in some way directly associated with
the bribery charge immediately preceding. The confusion
and misrepresentation here pointed out would be unaccount-
able had Plutarch in these chapters been following Tiro or
any other contemporary biographer. This inference is still
further confirmed by the observation that Cicero did not buy
the house on the Palatine until after his consulship,” and
above all by the use of év *Apmoass, for which we should cer-
tainly expect év ’Apmivois, as A»pi is a town of Apulia, where
Cicero possessed no estate. All editors, from Xylander to
Graux, accordingly agree that Plutarch here blundered. They
strangely, however, overlooked the following passage in Mar-
tial, IV. 53, 3,

Luci, gloria temporum tuorum
Qui Gaium veterem Tagumque nostrum
Arpis cedere non sinis disertis,

14 Tac. Ann. X1. 6 f. 15 Cp. Sibinga l.c. p. 37.

18 ap. Sen. Swas. VI. 24 ad senectutem prospera permansit valetudo, but
Dio Cass. XXXVIII. 16 says exactly the opposite : 7& y&p woAN& 7ppdaTee |

17 ad fam. V. 6, 2 ; ad Att. 1. 16, 10.
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an unmistakable allusion to Cicero. That the poet here com-
mitted the very same error,’® is quite incredible. The only
plausible explanation of this coincidence is to assume that 4»p:
was an abbreviated form of A7pinum in use in Domitian’s time
or possibly earlier, but it is quite unlikely that Plutarch found
it in any Augustan or pre-Augustan author.

The #nintl chapter exemplifies by means of three illustra-
tions the rigid integrity of Cicero as praetor. That these
- were not taken from a continuous narrative, such as Tiro's,
but rather represent ¢ clippings,” is indicated by the introduc-
tory Aéyerat, and by the virtually identical phrases at the
beginning and the end of the Licinius anecdote,?® which have
all the appearance of labels for collectanea or chapter headings
in a commonplace book. This origin seems further strength-
ened by the observation that the description of Ovativios as
xotpdadwy 8¢ Tov Tpdymhov mepimAéws again occurs in c. 26:
Bativov éyovra yoipddas év To Tpaxriiw, as if he had been
here mentioned for the first time. That the two anecdotes’
in this chapter, the nineteen examples of wit and repartee
which take up c. 25 and 26, and the batch of satirical
sayings collected in c. 38 ultimately go back to one and the
same source,® such as the collections of Tiro or Trebonius, is
generally believed ; but that Plutarch had himself consulted
these is highly improbable, as he might have taken them

18 e.g. Friedlinder ad loc.: “Arpis aus Versehen statt Arpinum, Cicero’s
Geburtsort, genannt ” ! Other editors also fail to cite the Greek parallel.

19 ras kpices €dote kabapls xal xkalds Spafeboar— 7 8¢ wpaypa 7§ Kixépwn
Sbtav Nveykev Ws émyueNds Bpafedoavre TO SikaaThpiov.

- 2 This seems clear from such phrases as ypdyw 8¢ xai Tovrwr d\iya (c.27)
and BéATwy 8¢ xal TovTwy ONlya rapabéobac.

2 Cp. Leo l.c. p. 164 : Die c. 24-27 kennzeichnen sich selbst deutlich als
eine Einlage in den Zusammenhang der Erzdhlung. . . . Es liegt nahe
anzunehmen, dass der Stoff der Einlage aus Tiro’s de iocis Ciceronis stamme,
aber nicht wahrscheinlich ist es, dass Plutarch selbst ihn daher entnommen
hat. Die dwopféyuara gehorten in die Biographie eines als witzig bekannten
Mannes; Cicero’s dicta brauchte man anderthalb Jahrhunderte nach seinem
Tode wahrlich nicht an der Quelle suchen. Cp. note to text § 531.
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more conveniently from Suetonius® or from one of the
numerous compilations of &wodféyuara existing in his time.

Cicero’s conduct in the Manilian affair,® with which the
chapter closes, is related only in Plutarch and Dio (XXXVIL.
44). According to Plutarch, Manilius was accused, in the prae-
torship of Cicero, mepl kAomijs.# If this corresponds to furtum
or peculatus, the case would not have come under Cicero’s
jurisdiction at all, but under that of his colleague, C. Orchivius,
Cicero having charge of matters de pecuniis repetundis.® But
even if the Greek could mean the latter, the difficulty would
still not be removed, for Manilius had not at that time been
the governor of a province. Again, when Plutarch says that
in this alleged trial, mepi k\owrijs, there was considerable oppo-
sition to Manilius on the part of the nobility, we have an
evident confusion with the ZJexr Maniliana, so well known to
us through Cicero’s extant speech pro imperio Cn. Pompei.
This preceded the defense of Manilius, here spoken of, which
was not undertaken until after his term of office had expired.
It is impossible, therefore, that Plutarch was indebted for this
paragraph to an early and trustworthy authority.

The narrative of the Catilinian Conspiracy (c. 10-23) has,
owing to the numerous extant accounts of this same episode,
engaged the special attention of scholars who, though differing
in details, have yet come to the unanimous conclusion that
Plutarch here, if anywhere, drank deeply of the original foun-
tains, making extensive use of Sallust and of Cicero’s orations,
his Greek Memoir, and the de consiliis suis. We have shown

22 To no Roman writer known to us is the owelpe SAp 79 Ouhdxy in the
matter of bons mots so applicable as it is to him.

28 Sibinga l.c. p. 43 f. discusses the subject, but his conclusions are quite
erroneous.

24 Dio l.c. does not state the nature of the charge (3l«»s ¢ Twos) and places
it after the praetorship, Cicero Cornel. fragm. 1 agrees as to the date with
Plutarch, while Ascon. Ped. gro Corn. p. 59, in a mutilated passage, says the
charge was de vi.

2 Cp. pro Rab. Posth. 4, 9 ; pro Cluent. 53, 147 quid C. Orchivii peculatus,
quid mea de pecuniis repetundis?



SOURCES OF PLUTARCH'S LIFE OF CICERO 37

that these assumptions are erroneous and that the entire story
is not a mere mosaic of isolated facts pieced together capri-
ciously from many sources, but is a consistent and coherent
narrative, in spite of some unimportant chronological diver-
gences, such as the enumeration of the Ciceronian speeches
preceding the Catilinian,® and one undoubted &uBAnua which
gives a fanciful explanation of Sura, the cognomen of Lentulus
(c. 17).

But if so, the question at once arises, whether Tiro may not
have been Plutarch’s fons primarius, at least for this strictly
historical portion,

That his narrative was based upon a Lazin authority may
perhaps be inferred from the occurrence of an evident Latinism
in c. 14 which seems to have escaped observation. It is the
phrase Tovs mpayudrov rkawdv édiepévous, which is ‘exactly
equivalent to the idiom novarum rerum cupidus or rebus novis
studere. . The expression is exceedingly common in Greek,
but it seems to be always used with the comparative® The
only way to escape from the conclusion to which this remark-
able departure from a well-established usage leads would be the
assumption that the Latinism might have occurred in Cicero’s

% The “ orationes consulares,” according to Cic. ad A4#. II. 1, 3, followed in
this order: Two speeches de lege agraria, de Othone, pro Rabirio, de proscripto-
rum filifs. Plutarch merely omits the fourth, and puts the last of these in
first place. As they all belong in one year, the error is not very serious.
Again, when Cicero in 63 B.c. defended Otho’s lex theatralis, its author may
well h‘ave been praetor (c. 13), although the law was passed in his tribune-
ship, in 67 B.c. The fact, however, that he is called Marcus, which was the
praenomen of the emperor, instead of Lucsus, if not a slip of the pen on the

part of Plutarch himself, would certainly point to a source later than the reign
of Nero. ’

27 e.g. Herod. VIL 6 vewrépwy épywv émbuunrigs Xen. Hell. V. 2, 9 vewré-
pwy émibvuolvres mpayudrwy, and similarly vewrepi{ewv. The only exceptions
which I have been able to find, in spite of a long and diligent search, occur in
Dio Cass. XXXVII. 50, curiously enough also in the account of the Catilinian
conspiracy : kaw@v del wore wpayudrwy émibuunrds, and in Plut. A7z g véwy
mpayudTwy dpeybuevos, but both these passages were undoubtedly based upon
Latin authors and the former, in particular, is not surprising in an author who
exhibits so many Latinisms as Dio Cassius.
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Umduvnpa THs vmratelas, but this solution of the difficulty must
be rejected on the strength of the following passage in Cic.
ad. Att. 1. 19, 10: commentarium consulatus mei Graece
compositum misi ad te, in quo, si-quid crit quod homini Attico
minus Graecum evuditumque videatur, non dico quod tibi . . .
Lucullus de suis kistoriis dixerat, se quo facilius illas probaret
Romani hominis esse idcirco barbara quaedam et acdhoika dis-
persisse.  Apud me si quid erit eiusmodi me imprudenie erit
et invito. It is not likely that the man whose cognomen was
Atticus would have allowed the gdhotkov in question to pass
unnoticed.

The numerous differences between the Greek narrative
and Cicero’s speeches, and the distinctly derogatory remark
in ¢. 1g already discussed, are, in my judgment, as incom-
patible with the assumption of direct indebtedness to Tiro’s
biography as we found them irreconcilable with a first-hand
knowledge of Cicero’s writings bearing upon this subject.

The 24th chapter, which constitutes a sort of sequel to the
preceding story, leading up to the long string of Ciceronian
Jacetiae collected in c. 25-28, is perhaps the most instruc-
tive éuBAnua in the entire biography, for in no other chapter
is there such an ostentatious array of authorities, and yet
nowhere is the second-hand character of the information more
easily demonstrable.

Plutarch begins by saying that Cicero’s excessive self-
laudation and the exaggerated. estimate which he, with nau-
seating reiteration, placed upon the achievements of his con-
sulship 2 disgusted many and exposed him to attack. The
fact is notorious and has found epigrammatic expression in
Seneca.® But that the effect here attributed to Cicero’s self-
praise, however repugnant it may have seemed to some later

28 Cp. also the still more emphatic censure of this failing in Comp. Dem. et

. C. 2.

Cuﬂcde brev. vitae s, 1, quotiens illum ipsum consulatum suum non sine causa

sed sine fine laudatum detestatur. Dio Cass. XXXVIII. 12 expatiates on the
subject with his usual anti-Ciceronian bias.
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Romans, reflects any actual contemporary feeling, must be
seriously questioned, in view of the entire lack of a modest
self-restraint which the ancients habitually exhibit when
speaking of their own achievements.

Nay more, the very phrase which follows: 7a BtSAia Te\ev-
TRV KaTéTANcE Kal T& cuyypdupaTa seems to me to reveal a
later source, in that the juxtaposition of the two substantives
would be intolerably tautological, unless we assume that the
collocation was occasioned by the post-Augustan use of liber
in the sense of orati0,® avyypduuara 3 appropriately designat-
ing the other scripta of Cicero. And, as a matter of fact, we
find that of the numerous illustrations of Cicero’s readiness
to praise not only himself but others as well, which Plutarch
introduces by the words &s éx Tov cvyypappdrov AaBeiv
éa7i, not one, so far as we can still make out, occurs in an
oration. The phrase itself, of course, no more proves that
Plutarch had himself laboriously selected all these examples
from the works of Cicero® than the statement of Tac.
Germ. 5, est videre apud illos argentea vasa, points to the
author’s personal presence in Germany.

The same conclusion must be drawn from the confident and
sweeping statements contained in the succeeding words of
this same chapter : 7év 8¢ peyddwv xal Gavpactév émaivov
ols moANayov 3 ypnrar mwepi Tov avdpds and again Tov 8¢ kat
atrov év8dEwy . . . ok EaTiv 008els, 6v otk émolnoev évdoEdTepov
7 Aéywv 7 ypdpov eduevds mepl éxdoTov. For if we were
to accept the first on Plutarch’s own responsibility, it would

3 Cp. my note to Tac. Disal. 3 (p. 70) and Landwehr in Arckiv f. lat. Lexic.
VII pp. 223-235.

81 It is the very term which Cicero himself used for his essays and dialogues.
Cp. ad A#. XVI. 6, 4, ex eo (sc. volumine prooemiorum) eligere soleo, cum
aliquod gdyypaupa institui.

82 The words immediately following woAN& &’airod xal drouvnuovetovawy (sc.
ol wepl Kiképwros ypdyarres) may, indeed, have been intentionally inserted here
to forestall such an inference, for they are not necessary to the context.

33 Some rwenty eulogistic references to Demosthenes occur in Cicero’s
extant writings, and they are widely scattered at that.
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involve an absolutely exhaustive knowledge of the opera omnia
of Cicero, such as but few Romans could ever have boasted
of, while the latter assertion would at the same time imply a
most profound acquaintance with the posthumous reputation of
the individuals in question, such as the Greek biographer cer-
tainly did not possess. Nevertheless scholars have had no
scruples in attributing all these items concerning Plato,
Aristotle, Theophrastus, and Demosthenes, as well as the
information based upon the letters to Herodes, Gorgias,
Pelops, and the young Cicero, to Plutarch’s perusal of the
original passages, though some are not averse to accepting an
intermediary source, such as Tiro, as a possible contingency.
But that Plutarch was indebted for this learned digression to
some /ater authority — the chapter reminds us of Suetonius
at every turn —is made evident by the allusion to certain
pedantic critics of Cicero,® who took him to task for a dispar-
aging remark concerning Demosthenes, found in his Letters,
probably in one addressed to Calvus.® Plutarch refutes these
obtrectatores Ciceronis by reminding them that they forget
to cite or intentionally ignore the peydhot kal BavpacTol
émrawor ols moAhayod xpiTar mepl Tod avdpds. Unless all
signs fail, we possess in this defense a faint echo of the liter-
ary controversies of later scholars, of which Aper’s attack
upon Cicero in the Tacitean Dialogus may furnish an illustra-
tion. This seems to me at least to be a more reasonable sup-
position than to assume that Tiro had taken occasion to free

3 Such as Didymus e.g., against whose attack upon Cicero, it will be remem-
bered, Suetonius a hundred years later wrote a separate treatise. Cp. also
Tac. Dial. c. 12 plures hodie invenies qui Ciceronis gloriam . . . detrectent
and my notes ad loc. (p. 153).

3 The reference seems to be to the lost correspondence of Cicero with
Calvus and Brutus, cited by Quintilian and Tac. D7a/. 18, 21 f., where see my
note p. 204. That the letter was addressed to Calvus I am inclined to infer
from the vagueness of the allusion mpbs Twa 7&v éralpwy Ebmkev év émwsTory
ypdyas, for if it had been written to the “well-known ” Brutus, his biographer
would probably have said so, as in c. 43. Calvus’s name occurs nowhere in
Plutarch and was presumably unknown to him.
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his hero of a charge, in reality too trivial and unjust to be
dignified by serious refutation.

Having already discussed the sources of c. 25-27, we may
now turn to what may be called the Clodian Episode, in
c. 28-35. It is the other long and continuous narrative
which, together with the account of the Catilinian Conspir-
acy, takes up one half of the entire biography. Here, as
there, our sources of information are unusually full and varied,
for, besides the works of Cicero, Appian % and, above all, Dio
Cassius 7 have devoted considerable space to the narrative of
these stirring times. To them we should add the more or
less incidental discussions and references in Asconius Pedianus,
Plutarch’s Cato Min., Crassus, Pompey, Caesar, and Suetonius’s
Life of Caesar, not to mention other more scattered allusions.
Finally, of accounts now no longer extant, those of Tiro and
Livy were probably the most valuable and exhaustive.

Plutarch’s narrative, though full of details, is, with few
exceptions to be noted presently, in remarkable agreement
not only with the testimony of Cicero, but also with that of
Dio, who, in the story of the Clodian episode, on the whole
exhibits a sympathetic attitude toward the orator, in striking
contrast with the almost Mommsenian hostility displayed
toward him elsewhere in his history. This circumstance
finds its only plausible explanation in the assumption that he
.did not hate Cicero less but Clodius more, and hence did
not hesitate to base his account upon a writer who, though
kindly disposed toward Cicero, appealed to him because of
the exhaustive character of his treatment. Now Plutarch’s
account is no less eulogistic, and, in at least one instance,
relating to Cicero’s timid conduct in the Milonian affair
(c. 35), clearly apologetic. This attitude, taken in connection

8 Bell. Crv. 11. 14-16. 20~22.

37 XXXVII. 45 f. 51; XXXVIII. 10-17. 18-30 (Philiscus’s speech to console
the exiled Cicero); XXXIX. 6-11 (the return of Cicero). 13-24 (Clodiana);
XL. 44-57 (Clodius and Milo).
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with the unflattering réle assigned to Terentia in ¢. 29 and 30,
naturally suggests the probability that here at all events
Tiro’s bhiography was closely followed by Plutarch; for even
the one unqualified censure which he directs against the
unmanly conduct of Cicero in exile (c. 32) would not militate
against this assumption, inasmuch as the author of the Par
alle! Lives may have designedly inserted so well-deserved a
criticism,®® in order to point the contrast with the laudable
demeanor of Demosthenes under similar circumstances.®
But the abundant evidence already adduced of Plutarch’s
independence of Tiro in cases where we should expect him
to have been consulted above others, and the undoubtedly
unhistorical statement that Terentia’s jealousy, caused by her
husband'’s alleged relations with the notorious Clodia, eventu-
ally led Cicero by way of exculpation to make an enemy of
her equally profligate brother, a story which a Suétonius,
we may be sure, would have seized upon with avidity — these
considerations, I maintain, render Plutarch’s indebtedness to
Tiro for the Clodian episode far less plausible than it might
seem on superficial analysis. But if any concrete confirma-
tion of this view be thought necessary, it will be found in
certain items dealing with Cicero’s exile which either contra-
dict the explicit testimony of Cicero or are objectionable on
other grounds ; for I regard it as self-evident that Tiro could
not have erred in matters of detail with which he must have
been as familiar as his patron.

Thus, we read in Plut. c. 32 that Cicero was forbidden to
take shelter évros wdiov % mrevrakosiov *ITalias, whereas we

88 Certain curious resemblances between Plutarch and Dio may show that
while the consolatio of Philiscus is undoubtedly a rhetorical composition of Dio
himself, many of its ideas were not of his own invention.

3 Cp. also Comp. Dem. et Cic. 4.

40 An evident Latinism, as may be observed in passing. Dio Cass. XXX VIIL.
17, 6 practically agrees with Plutarch, when he says rpwrxi\ovs e vdp xal
érraxoglovs kal wevrikovra oradlovs Umép Thy ‘Pduny dwepwplodn (= ultra
CCCCIXVIII millia passuum Roma exulare iussus est).
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learn from Cic. ad A#. 111. 4, in qua (sc. rogatione) erat
ciusmodi ut mihi ultra quadringenta milia licevet .esse.
Again the statement év & ‘Imrmovip, moker Tis Aevkavips, Hv
OtBava viv karodow, OdiBios, Sikeros avip, who had been
greatly benefited by Cicero, oikig uév odx édéEato, when
compared with ad Azt. l.c. a Vibone . . . subito discessimus

. Statim iter Brundisium contuli . . . ne et Sicca; apud
quem evam, periret, reveal an amazing confusion which cannot
be accounted for satisfactorily, if Tiro was Plutarch’s source,
for the two passages unquestionably relate to the same inci-
dent. In the first place, Vibo is a town of Bruttium, not of
Lucania, and it was so called in Cicero’s day. An individual
Vibius, a Sicilian, nowhere occurs in Cicero’s works ; on the
other hand, Szcca, an old friend, had an estate at Vibo, and he
received the exile kindly. Finally, it were passing curious,
if one Vibius had lived in a town Vibo which, according to
Plutarch’s explicit albeit demonstrably erroneous informa-
tion, had not at the time in question borne that name! In
all likelihood this Sicilian owes his existence to F7éo or one
of its inflected forms being taken for the name of an
individual. The description of Cicero’s departure from
Brundisium, his landing at Dyrrhachium, the portents
which followed, their interpretation by o¢ wavTikoi, whose
opportune presence is as miraculous as the onueta them-
selves, —all these items not only constitute, as the Aéyera:
indeed foreshadows, an éuBAnua of different origin from
the preceding, but, what is still more important, none of
them are found in Cicero’s itinerary as given in his
Correspondence. _

The brief paragraph which follows (c. 36) deals with
Cicero’s proconsulship in Cilicia. It is written in a tone of
panegyric, and with the exception of two statements, one of
which is significantly introduced by Aéyerat, substantially
coincides with the extant utterances of Cicero, the closing
sentence making, indeed, the impression of a direct paraphrase
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from one of his letters.  Still, as this was written
from, Rome Jan. 4, 49, after Cicero had been on Italian soil
again since Nov. 24, 50, it is incredible that Plutarch had
capriciously selected a brief note to Tiro merely to borrow a
metaphor, while he overlooked the earlier and more important
letters to Atticus (e.g. VIIL. 4. 5), in which the writer with
equal confidence predicts the Civil War. But if the second-
or third-hand character of Plutarch’s information needed any
further confirmation, it would be furnished by the immediately
preceding allusion to Cicero’s facetious reply to the request
of Caelius to send him some panthers ; for not only does the
answer not strictly coincide with the Latin original,®? but,
what is far more significant, the orator’s well known corre-
spondent is styled Caecilius,® an amusing blunder which
Plutarch cannot, of course, have found either in Cicero’s
letters or in Tiro, their editor.

The brevity and incidental character of the narrative of
the Civil War, from its beginning to the proscription of
Cicero (c. 37-47), was naturally due to the fact that through-
out this period Cicero, with the memorable exception of the
last year of his life, was condemned to complete political
inactivity or played but a subordinate réle, Pompey, Caesar,
Brutus, Antony, and finally Octavianus occupying simultane-
ously or successively the center of the historical stage. The

Uels Thy wo\w émaviiMler, 700 TOY wpayudTwy Womep Vwd PpAeymoris
dpwrrapévwy érl TOv éugvhiov méheuov = ad fam. X V1. 11, 2 (addressed to 7%r0) :
ego ad urbem accessi . . . sed incidi 77z ipsam flammam civilis discordiae vel
potius belli.

42 Cp. ypdoper wpds abrdv oV k elvat mapdd hets év Kihuklg mepevyévaryap els
Kaplav dyavaxtoloas, 87t ubvar wolepoivrat, mdvrwy elphmy éxbvrwv and Cic. ad
fam. 1L. 11, 2, de pantheris . . . agitur mandatu meo diligenter, sed mira
paucitas est et eas quae sunt, valde aiunt queri quod nihil cuiquam insidiarum in
mea provincia nisi sibi fiat ; itaque constituisse dicuntur in Cariam ex nostra
provincia decedere, sed tamen sedulo fit et in primis a Patisco.

48 That Kexc\lov is not here, as occasionally elsewhere, e.g. Comp. Dem. et
Cic. ¢. 1, 14, a mere slip of the pen for Ke\lov or Kai\lov, is made evident by

the addition 700 piropos which clearly identifies him with the famous critic,
a younger contemporary of Cicero.
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fascinating story of the death struggle of the Republic was
told by many illustrious writers whose material, after passing
through various channels, found its way into Plutarch’s Lives
of the protagonists. Only the biographers of Cicero would,
therefore, have had any motive or occasion to pay particu-
lar attention to his part in the conflict which preceded the
assassination of Caesar. Accordingly the chapters under
notice are chiefly devoted to the man Cicero, to his personal
traits and domestic affairs, only so much of the history of
the times being given as was essential to an adequate under-
standing of his conduct. Hence also the anecdotal and
digressive character of these paragraphs, one entire chapter
(c. 38) being taken up, as we have seen, with the witticisms of
Cicero in Pompey’s camp,# favorable % and unfavorable # criti-
cisms standing amicably side by side. Some of these items
are not found elsewhere in extant sources, a comparatively
late origin being, moreover, highly probable in most of them.

Thus the pleasant story (c. 40) —it is introduced by
Aéyerar — of the éffect of Cicero’s eloquence upon Caesar in
the case of Ligarius, told with circumstantiality of detail and
in Plutarch’s best style, is undoubtedly a later embellishment,
as may be seen from a comparison with Cicero’s own account ;%
for if Caesar’s deep emotion had actually manifested itself in
the manner related by Plutarch, the orator would hardly have
confessed his inability to describe it. In the Greek, Caesar

4 Cp. Cic. Pkil. I1. 16, 39 ne de iocis quidem respondebo quibus me in cas-
tris usum esse dixisti etc.

4 eg. c. 39, 22 ff.; 45, 26 f.

Yeg c 38 321.; 39, 1 fi.; 41,1 ff.; 42, 8 ff.; 43, 4 ff.; 45, 14 ff. 12 ff;
46, 17 ff.

47 ad fam. VI. 14, 2 (to Ligarius): non solum ex oratione Caesaris quae
sane mollis et liberalis fuit, sed etiam ex oculis et vultu, ex multis praeterea
signis quae facilius perspicere potui quam scribere, hac opinione discessi, ut
mihi tua salus dubia non esset. It is hard for us moderns, who read the pro
Ligario in cold print, to realize the emotional effect which it is said to have
produced, for that it was a much admired oration is also confirmed by Cic. a4
At XIII 12, 2. 19, 2.
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had fully made up his mind in advance to condemn Ligarius
at all hazards, in the Latin speech he is represented as having
been amenable to the pleas of mercy from the start.® Again,
when Plutarch says Té\os 8¢ T@dv kata Pdpoatov dyrauévov
ToD prTopos aywvwv éxmabi yevouevov TwayOivar Té ocopate
etc., neither he nor the author of the story can have had the
extant speech before them, for the only direct allusion to the
battle (which, at least to modern feeling, does not even rise
to any great heights of pathos) occurs at the beginning rather
than at the end!%® Finally, Tov yoiv dvfpwmov améivoe Tijs
aitias BeBiacuévos, unless interpreted as an acquittal on
the spot, would spoil the effect of the anecdote; and yet,
according to Cicero, Caesar reserved his decision, though the
advocate left the court room convinced of the ultimate
triumph of his client.

The determination of the sources in the closing chapters,
which briefly touch upon events of the Civil, War, does not
fall within the scope of this investigation, as it involves the
far larger question concerning the authorities which Plutarch
followed in his Lives of Caesar, Pompey, Antony, Brutus,
and Cato Minor.

The patient reader who has followed my analysis so far
will, T hope, have carried away the conviction that all the
evidence is strongly against the universal assumption of
Plutarch’s direct indebtedness to the numerous authorities
belonging to the Ciceronian or early Augustan period ; that,
in other words, neither the works of Cicero nor the Catiline
of Sallust nor the biography of Tiro nor the history of Livy,
to mention only the most important, furnished him, at first
hand, with any of the material accumulated in his life of the
orator. But the foregoing examination has at the same time

48 Cp. also ad fam. VI. 13, 2 (to Ligarius) : non fore in te Caesarem
duriorem, nam et res eum cotidie et dies et opinio hominum et, ut mihi
videtur, etiam sua natura mitiorem facit.

49 In § 9, there being 37 in all.
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given abundant posizive proofs that numerous details must,
for one reason or another, be assigned to a post-Augustan
origin, a contingency which Sibinga had timidly suggested
in one or two instances, while Leo and Schwartz both seem
to imply that the authors whom they postulate as Plutarch’s
principal source belonged to the same period,

X2, But however strong the foundation may be upon .
which, as I believe I have shown, the above conclusion is
based, we cannot as yet rest satisfied with it. We must still
inquire, whether it be not also possible to give to this post-
Augustan authority of Plutarch “a local habitation and a
name.”

If we carefully survey the passages in question, his charac-
teristics will combine into the following picture: He was a
scholar of exceptional erudition who had an exhaustive first-
hand knowledge of the entire literature on his subject, who,
though a warm admirer of Cicero, was impartial and objec-
tive enough not to exclude such unfavorable criticisms of his
hero as he met with in his sources. He was extremely
fond of anecdotes, scandalous gossip, and ¢bons mots,” a firm
believer in dreams and prodigies as premonitions of the future.
Not over punctilious in matters chronological nor imbued
with a desire to distinguish with scrupulous care the true and
the false, he did not weigh the validity of conflicting evidence,
everything being grist that came to his mill. Of a philological
turn of mind, he had a predilection for certain details and loved
to dwell upon the literary manifestations and intellectual char-
acteristics of the individuals whose careers he had set himself
todescribe. Finally, he must have lived sufficiently far removed
in time from Cicero to account on the one hand for the acciden-
tal discoloration of many incidents in the orator’s life and for
the erroneous interpretation of many facts, the usual result of
a dimmed historical perspective, and, on the other, to allow for
the ivy-growth of biographical fiction, the inevitable penalty
which great men pay to posterity for the boon of immortality.
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Now there is unquestionably no known scholar of the
imperial age who so perfectly fulfills all the above conditions,
none whose method of work, no less than the character of
whose information, would be more likely to have attracted
the author who professed to write Lives not Histories, than
Suetonius Tranguillus. And if we further add that he not
only wrote a defense of the orator against an attack of
Didymus,! but also a Léfe of Cicero, the conclusion, that many
of the items in Plutarch which have been shown to be post-
Augustan were taken directly from this work of his con-
temporary, will acquire a very high degree of probability.
It will become all but certain, however, if we finally succeed
in establishing this indebtedness, so far inferred on internal
grounds alone, on the basis of a number of passages in other
Latin authors indubitably taken from the Suetonian biography.2

1 Cp. Amm. Marcell. XXII 16, 16, Chalcenterus Didymus . . . qui in illis
sex libris ubi nonnumquam imperfecte [locutum] Tullium reprehendit, sillo-
graphos imitatus scriptores maledicos, iudicio doctarum aurium incusatur ut
immania frementem, leonem putidulis vocibus canis catulus longius circumla-
trans; and Susdas s. v. Tpaykt\Nos: wepl rijs Kixépwros wohirelas Bifhlov[d]: dyriné-
e 8¢ Addugp. See also the discussion in Macé, Essar sur Suétone pp. 284—287.

2 See my paper in the 7ransact., esp. pp. 151-158. Its results have been
accepted by Christ, Grieck. Literat® p. 652 note 1; 653, note 7, and Macé, Essai
sur Suétone p. 244. 411. Other scholars who have had occasion to touch upon
the sources of Plutarch’s Cicero have ignored the articlé. Willrich Lc. p. 36-38,
though he devotes a chapter to Suetonius, remains, in consequence, in blissful
ignorance of the true state of affairs, as do Leo and Schwartz (Il. cc.). Their
conclusions, however, deserve quotation on other grounds. The former (p. 165)
says : “ Die Biographie ist einheitlich gearbeitet, von einem Manne angelegt der
Tiro und wenigstens einen anderen Biographen Cicero’s, Cicero’s Memoiren
und Briefe und, ausser anderem, historische Gewihrsméanner heranzog und
seinen Standpunkt zwar auf der Cicero freundlichen Seite nahm, aber die
Gegner zu Wort kommen liess und selbst tadelte. Plutarck war es gewiss
nicht, nennen konnen wir shn nickt,” and Schwartz p. 602 : * Der plutarchische
Gewidhrsmann war kein Politiker und kein Historiker grossen Stils, es war ein
sehr belesener Pedant, der keine Lesefrucht umkommen liess und aus Gutem
und Schlechtem, aus Sallust und Cicero, sowie aus der Pamphlet-und Klatsch-
litteratur ein buntes Mosaik zusammenfiigte, das bald werthvolles Detail, bald
gleichgiltigen Kleinkram, bald giftiges Gerede zu einem seltsamen Bilde
vereinigte.” My own characterization above, though independently drawn
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I refer, in particular, to the items on Roman Literature in Sz.
Jerome's additions to the Chronicle of Eusebius and to the
anonymous treatise de viris i/lustribus, usually printed with
the Caesares of S. Aurclius Victor and attributed in the
majority of MSS. to Pliny the Younger, while the scholars
of the Renaissance, chiefly it would seem misled by the title,
identified it with its famous namesake.® St. Jerome’s obliga-
tions to Suetonius are universally admitted, but it does not
appear to have been noticed that, whatever the other sources
of the de wiris illustribus may have been,? its eighty-first
chapter at all events, which deals with the life of Cicero, was
also drawn from the same fountain, though, like the rest of
the treatise, it has come down to us only in a horribly epit-
omized form. ‘I base this conviction not so much upon the
identity of the titles or even upon the circumstance that
Suetonius’s de viris iliustribus no less than his Caesares were
demonstrably pillaged by later historians who had occasion to
treat of the same topics® but rather upon the numerous
coincidences existing between the anonymous writer and
admittedly Suetonian fragments,® in particular those passages

up, agrees in all essential particulars with the two sketches just cited. I was,
therefore, all the more surprised to find that Suefonius had not sat for the por-
trait so well painted by the two Gottingen scholars. Suetonius had, indeed,
drunk deeply from pure historical fountains, but at the same time he would
cast his dragnet far into the murky and polluted waters of tradition, and its
rich haul was no less palatable to him. Cp. also, Peck, Suetonius’ Lives of
Caesar and Augustus, New York 1889, p. x: He can only accumulate with
patient industry a vast number of details. Nothing is too unpleasant, nothing
too personal to be left unrecorded. He pins a scandal and adds it to his col-
lection, as a naturalist would a butterfly, but at the same time he does not
dwell upon these matters. 8 Cp. Macé L.c. p. 344-

4 H. Peter, Die geschicktl. Literat. etc. 11, pp. 367-372. In spite of what
has been written on the subject, the identity of the author of the unepitomized
original and Aurelius Victor, the author of the Caesares, is a by no means
improbable contingency. The indebtedness of Victor to the Caesares of
Suetonius is well established. Cp. Peter l.c. II. 356 ff.

5 Macé l.c. p. 401-420; Peter l.c. IL. 35.

6 E.g. de vir. ill. 2 = Suet. p. 318, 4 Rf.; id. 3, 2 =4d. p. 319, 2; éd. 5, 1 =
id. p. 320, §.
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concerning Cicero which the Anonymus and St. Jerome
have in common.

XP, Remembering then that both these writers were
alike indebted to Suetonius’s de viris illustribus, we may
now turn to c. 3 of Plutarch’s biography, a paragraph,
be it observed, so perfectly coherent, that it must needs
have been taken in its entirety from one and the same
source. .

Now this passage contains at least zwo errors. The one con-
sists in the implication that the pr:o Roscio Amerino was the
earliest speech of Cicero, whereas it is known that he made
- his oratorical début with the pro Quinctio in 81 B.C., in the 26th
year of his age, the former belonging to the next year.! As
St. Jerome gives the correct date, it might be argued that
Plutarch did not here follow Suetonius ; but this inference is
neutralized by the second error, to the effect that Cicero
after the Roscian trial left for Greece fearing the anger of
Sulla, though he alleged ill health as the cause for his sudden
departure. This statement flatly contradicts the facts of
history, for so far from leaving Rome out of any dread of
the dictator the young orator remained in the city for nearly
two years more, delivering in the meantime at least two
speeches, one for L. Varenus and another in behalf of a

1 That Plutarch did not purposely ignore the pro Quinctio, as relating only
to a causa privata, is made clear by the fact that the very same error, as Gellius
N. 4.XV. 28, 1 informs us on the authority of Asconius Pedianus, was shared
by Cornelius Nepos and Fenestella: in librorum primo quos de vita illius
(sc. Ciceronis) composuit (sc. Nepos) errasse videtur cum eum scripsit tres et
viginti annos natum primum ijudicii publici egisse Sextumque Roscium . . .
defendisse. In qua re etiam Fenestellam errasse Pedianus Asconius animad-
vertit quod eum scripserit sexto vicesimo aetatis anno pro Sextio Roscio
dixisse. Longior autem Nepotis quam Fenestellae error est nisi quis vult in
animum inducere Nepotem studio amoris et amicitiae adductum amplificandae
admirationis gratiae quadriennium suppressisse ut M. Cicero orationem floren-
tissimam dixisse pro Roscio admodum adulescens videretur. Cicero himself
makes no distinction between the two cawsae, where he speaks of his first
oratorical efforts. Cp. én Verr. 11. 2, 65, 159, tum primum nos ad causas et
privatas et publicas adire coepimus.
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woman of Arretium.? It must be perfectly clear that such
a calumny, or, if you will, misunderstanding, cannot well have
arisen until post-Augustan times; and when I add that there
are but fwo authors, besides Plutarch, who are guilty of the
same misstatement, namely Hieronymus and the Anonymus,3
the conclusion that all three are equally indebted to Suetonius’s
vita Ciceronis will be irresistibly forced upon us,* the more so
as palpable errors shared in common often furnish a safer clue
to interdependence than coincidences in matters of fact.
Plutarch’s remarks concerning Cicero’s father in c. 1, as
the ovdév v mvléobar pérpiov and the of uév—oi &8¢ indicate,
must have been based upon an author who was wont to collect
such traditions, leaving the reader to select what suited his
fancy ; on the other hand, the calumny involved in év kvaeiep
Twi kal yevéolar xal Tpadivar Tov avdpa excludes contem-
porary biographers and historians.® The whole passage has,

2 Cp. esp. ad A#t. 1. 19, 4 Arretinos quorum agrum Sulla publicarat neque
diviserat, in sua possessione retinebam ; pro Caec. 33, 97, (de eadem causa) at-
que hoc et contra dicente Cotta et Sw//a vivo iudicatum est; Brut. 91, 314,
sed cum censerem remissione et moderatione vocis et commutato genere
dicendi me et periculum vitare posse et temperatius dicere, ut consuetudinem
dicendi mutarem, ea causa mihi in Asiam proficiscendi fuit. Itaque cum
essem biennium versatus in causis et iam in foro celebratum meum nomen
esset, Roma sum profectus.

8 Hieronymus : Roscio contra Chrysogonum defenso Cicero Athenas secessit
et inde post triennium Romam regreditur; de wvirds sllust. 81: Adolescens
Rosciano iudicio eloquentiam et libertatem suam adversus Sullanos ostendit
ex quo veritus invidiam Athenas studiorum gratia petivit. It will be also
noticed that all three authors speak of Athens or Greece (els Thv ‘EXNd5a) as
Cicero’s immediate destination, whereas he expressly says that it was As7a.

4 That no injustice is done to Suetonius by ascribing to him a slanderous
statement of this nature is made evident by Suet. /u/. 4, composita seditione
civili, Cornelium Dolabellam . . . repetundarum postulavit; absolutoque
Rhodum secedere statuit et ad declinandam invidiam et ut per ofium et requiem
Apollonio Moloni clarissimo tunc dicendi magistro operam daret (cp. Plut. c. 4
and above p. 17). All the circumstances here afford an admirable parallel to
the passage of Plutarch, and the motive given for Caesar’s departure is as
similar as it is unquestionably false.

5 The same reproach is made by Calenus ap. Dio Cass. XLVI. 4, but this
rhetorical invective could at best be only an echo of some contemporary
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in fact, the true color Suetonianus, and that this impression
is not purely subjective is again shown by two passages in
Hieronymus and the Anonymus® concerning Cicero's alleged
royal descent, the statement being also found in Plutarch,
but nowhere else in extant sources,” while the name of the
orator’s mother and that of Herennius as one of the murderers
of Cicero® are preserved only in St. Jerome and Plutarch.
We have already seen that c. 4 could not have been taken
from an early authority and it was intimated that Suetonius
may well be made responsible for it. This hypothesis will be
rendered all but certain by the following consideration. At
the close of the chapter, Plutarch relates that Apollonius
(Molo), after listening in sullen silence to a Greek oration
which Cicero had delivered amid the applause of his fellow
pupils, finally, instead of also praising the effort, cried out
that he pitied the fate of Greece, in that culture and eloquence,
the only glory which still remained to her, would now also be
transferred to Rome.® This anecdote is nowhere even alluded
to by Cicero;!¥ there is, indeed, but one other reference to it

slander which did notin any case reach Plutarch directly from such remote and
early sources.

8 Hieronymus : M. Tullius Cicero Arpini nascitur Helvia, patre equestris
ordinis ex regio Volscorum genere; de vir. #/. 81: M. Tullius genere Arpinas
patre equite Romano natus genus a Tullo Attio rege duxit.

7 Unless, indeed, we except Sil. Ital. Pun. VIII. 406, Regia progenies et
Tullo sanguis ab alto; XII. 175, Clarum Volscorum Tulli decus. Its origin
may be due to a jesting remark of Cicero, Zusc. I. 16, 38, Pherecydes Syrius
.. . antiquus sane; fuit enim meo regnante gentili. Cp. Bruz. 16, 62, ut si ego
me a M’. Tullio esse dicerem qui patricius cum Servio Sulpicio consul anno X
post exactos reges fuit.

8 In view of the numerous extant accounts, this is a very significant
parallelism.

9 A similar story is told of John Reuchlin and his teacher Argyropolus.
Cf. Raumer, Gesck. der Paedag. 1. 65.

10 That it was, in fact, unknown to him appears from Bruz. 91, 316: ibi me
ad . . . Molonem applicavi . . . in notandis animadvertendisque vitiis . . .
prudentissimum. Is dedit operam (si modo id consequi potuit) ut nimis
redundantes nos et superfluentes . . . reprimeret et quasi extra ripas diffluentes
coerceret.
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in extant sources, and curiously it is found in none other than
in the vifa of the Anonymus, who mentions it, moreover, in
precisely the same connection, for after speaking of Cicero’s
studies at Athens (cited above) he continues as follows:
Inde eloquentiae gratia Asiam, post Rhodum petiit, ubi Molo-
nem . . . magistrum habuit gui flesse dicitur quod per hunc
Graecia eloquentiae laude privaretur. In view of the inter-
dependence between the Anonymus, Plutarch, and Suetonius
already established, this parallelism must be regarded as add-
ing but another link in the chain of evidence for Plutarch’s
direct indebtedness to Suetonius’s vita Ciceronis.*

Plutarch’s statement (c. 46, Aéyerar) concerning the alleged
reluctance of Octavian to sacrifice Cicero leads to the same
conclusion. This transparent fiction, designed by apologists
to clear the founder of the empire of one of the darkest
stains in his entire career, is first met with in a famous pas-
sage of Velleius,2? though it doubtless did not originate with
him. Thereafter, excepting Plutarch, I have been able to find
but zzwo passages which imply a knowledge of this apology, for,
strange as it may seem, neither Appian nor Dio make any
allusion to it.23 The one occurs in our anonymous vita: cum
triumviros se fecissent Caesar, Lepidus Antoniusque concovdia

11 An incidental remark in Suet. de 74et. 1, Cicero ad praeturam usque etiam
Graece declamitavit, Latine vero senior quoque et quidem cum consulibus
Hirtio et Pansa, may show that he was not likely to have neglected a discus-
sion of Cicero’s rhetorical studies in his biography.

12 TI. 66, 1, repugnante Caesare sed frustra adversus duos, instauratum
Sullani exempli malum, proscriptio. Nihil tam indignum illo tempore fuit
quam quod aut Caesar aliquem proscribere coactus est aut ab ullo Cicero pro-
scriptus est etc.

18 Unless App. B. C. IV. 51, és dmohoylay Tiis Kiképwros éxdboews . . . twator
(sc. dwégpnre Tdv vidy Tod Kicépwros) be so construed. Their silence may either
have been due to their well-known hostility to Cicero which blinded them to
the reprehensibility of Octavian’s conduct, or, what seems mare probable, their
sources were still ignorant of this particular attempt to whitewash the emperor.
Livy's famous comment can, of course, be interpreted only as a quasi justifica-
tion of Antorny. Cp. Liv. ap. Sen. Suas. VI. 22, quae (sc. mors Ciceronis) vere

aestimanti minus indigna videri potuit quod a wictore inimico (sc. Antonio) nil
crudelius passus est quam quod eiusdem fortunae compoti fecisset.
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non aliter visa cst inter eos iungi posse nisi Tullius necaretur,
the other in — Suetonius Aug. 27, in gquo (sc. triumvirato)
rvestitit quidem aliqguamdiu collegis ne qua fieret proscriptio
sed inceptam utroque acerbius exercui?. The latter statement
is thereupon substantiated by numerous illustrations, whereas
the tradition of Augustus’s previous reluctance is allowed to
stand by itself. This circumstance would be most plausibly
explained by the assumption that Suetonius had already dis-
cussed it elsewhere; but this was most appropriately done in
his narrative of the death of Cicero, the most noted victim of
the proscription.

In the light of these passages, pointing as they all do in
one and the same direction, another fact which a comparison
between Plutarch and the anonymous vz72 reveals now at once
assumes a peculiar significance. The latter contains tkirty-six
items of information. Of these a// are met with in the Greek
narrative,* and, with two exceptions, in the identical chrono-
logical order’® As an isolated observation, this coincidence

14 See Appendix II.

16 Quaestor — Aedilis — Praetor Ciliciam latrociniis liberavit— Consul. If
the italicized sentence were sound, praetor would be absurd and the chronolog-
ical sequence of events, otherwise strictly observed throughout, rudely destroyed.
Two solutions of the difficulty suggest themselves. (a) Some words like fusz
codem tempore quo Pompeius dropped out after practor, the temporal coinci-
dence being sufficiently close (67, 66) to have caused the two to be mentioned
together, particularly as Cicero’s praetorship was not marked by any conspicu-
ous achievement. (b) The allusion is to Cicero’s proconsulskip in Cilicia, in
51 B.C. This is rendered probable, because otherwise all reference to his victo-
rious campaign would be wanting. It is also not without significance that
Plutarch and the Latin v72a would here again alone coincide, in that both speak
of Cicero’s iusta victoria as a defeat of a band of robbers. 1f so, the words
Ciliciam etc. may have been accidentally omitted, then placed in the margin,
opposite Sici/iam, owing to its graphical similarity to Ci/iciam. Subsequently
they intruded into the text in the wrong place, causing a conflation of two pas-
sages, but the resulting blunder was not noticed, because the retention of praetor
did not disturb the regular sequence of the cursus konorum. Whether the con-
fusion was due to a later scribe or to the epitomator, whose condensation of the
original has here, in fact, been so merciless as to leave little more than bald
chapter-headings, I do not venture to determine. — The other disagreement
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would possess no argumentative validity whatever ; but when
it is taken in connection with the preceding discussion, the
inference that the anonymous vzzz and Plutarch’s biography
were alike based upon Suetonius will appear not merely
plausible, but unavoidable and convincing.

Xc. So far we were compelled to invoke the aid of authors
under demonstrable obligations to Suetonius to prove Plu-
tarch’s indebtedness to him. In the following passage an
‘extant utterance of Suetonius himself will, I hope, enable us
to reach the same goal, although the road to it is a long one
and obstructed with difficulties. I refer to the Dream of
Cicero, related at length and with picturesque details by Plu-
tarch in c. 44. It is a digression, abundantly marked as such
by an éddket, a s €otke, and a dpao( in two places. While Pom-
pey and Caesar were still alive, the orator dreamed that the sons
of senators had been summoned to the Capitoline hill, Jupiter
intending to choose from out their number the future ruler of
Rome. They all passed in review before him, whereupon he
selected one boy and, taking him by the right hand, said:
«This one, O Romans, as your ruler will put an end to the
Civil Wars.,” Going down to the Campus Martius next day,
among some boys at exercise Cicero’s eyes fell first of all
upon the very lad whom he had beheld in his dream. Amazed
at this, he inquired about the boy’s parents and learned that
he was the son of one Octavius, a man not of noble descent,
and of Attia, and that Julius Caesar was his uncle. By a
curious coincidence also he was born in the very year of
Cicero’s consulship.! These circumstances prompted him to

occurs in a digression in c. 0.  Plutarch there says that Cicero at an early date
suspected Caesar of monarchical designs; the same prescience is attributed to
him in the z#a, but in connection with the Clodian episode. The only other
extant writer to confirm this is — Swefonius (Caes. 14) who cites a letter of
Cicero to that effect. See note to text (§ 46°).

1 Suet. 4ug. 94 and Dio Cass. XLV. 2, in placing the birth of Augustus
not only in the same year, but on the very day and hour of the famous senate
‘meeting which decided the fate of the conspirators, show that the synchronistic
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pay assiduous court to the youth, and at a later period they
were alleged as the reason, or rather the pretext, for Cicero’s
efforts to win the favor of Octavianus.

Now the question as to Plutarch’s authority for this story,
granting that it originally came from the living lips of Cicero
and was not a transparent fiction ex eventx, might appear on
first glance to be most satisfactorily answered by Tertull
de anima c. 46, M. Tullius Cicero civilium turbinum cultorem
de somnio? narrat quod in vitae illius commentariis conditum,
particularly as Plutarch expressly quotes these very Memoirs
in one place® and evidently alludes to them in another pas-
sage* of his biography of Cicero. And yet, even if we were
to admit, what is after all extremely doubtful,® that Plutarch
himself perused the thirteen books de vita sua,’ the statement
that Octavian’s father was T@v 0¥k dyav émidpavdv cannot
well have been taken from this source, although the emperor
did not, like some of his panegyrical biographers, trace his
descent back to Tarquinius Priscus.” The real difficulties

method, so dear to the ancients, had as yet lost little of its fatal fascination.
Cp. Vell. Pat. II. 36, 1, consulatui Ciceronis non mediocre adiecit decus natus
eo anno divus Augustus, and above p. 317.

2 Cp. also Suet. Aug. 91 somnia neque sua neque aliena de se neglegebat.

8 Comp. Dem. et Cic. 3, 6 Kaloap év 7ois wpds ‘Avypixmway xal Mawihvay
Urouviuacy elpnkev.

4 Cic. 45 wpolbyer 8¢ Kaloap avrds os . . . xpioaro 70 Kixépwros év déovre
p\apxia. Cp. also Plut. Brut. 27, 41; Ani. 20, év Tols dmouviuacty.

5 Cp. H. Peter, Die Biographien etc. p. 136 f. ) .

6 Suet. Aug. 85, aliqua de vita sua quam tredecim libris, Cantabrico tenus
bello (27 B.C.) nec ultra exposuit.

7 Suet. Aug. 2 f. Sed haec a/ii (Plut. Cic. 1, ol 8¢ els TOA\o» "ATTi0v dvdyovaw) :
ipse Augustus nihil amplius quam equestri familia ortum scr4bsz vetere ac
locuplete et in qua primus senator pater suus fuerit (adrés ye uhv Kicépwy etc.).
M. Antonius libertinum ei proavum exprobrat, restionem e pago Thurino, avum
argentarium (= ol uév yap év xvagely Twi xal yevéolar xal Tpagivar Tév dvdpa
Aéyovow). Nec quidquam ultra de paternis Augusti maioribus reppers (rabra
wév odv . . . lorbpyrar). C. Octavius pater a principio aetatis et re et existima-
tione magna fuit (6 uévrot mpdros éx Toii yévous Kiépwy émwovopaclels &tios Noyov
doxel yevéoOar etc.) ut equidem mirer hunc quoque a monnullis argentarium
. . . proditum. T have cited this paragraph i» extenso to show the remarkable
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begin, however, when we examine the two other references to
this incident, preserved in Suetonius and Dio Cassius. It will
be necessary to cite them in full.

Suetonius A#g. 94 : quoniam ad haec ventum est, non ab re
fuerit subtexere quae ei prius quam nasceretur et ipso natali
die ac deinceps evenerint, quibus futura magnitudo zius et
perpetua . felicitas sperari animadvertique posset®. .. Quo
natus est die, cum de Catilinae coniuratione ageretur in curia

. . vulgata res est P. Nigidium . . . affirmasse dominum terra-
rum ovbi natum®. . . Q. Catulus post dedicatum Capitolium
duabus continuis noctibus somniavit: prima, Iovem Optimum
Maximum e praetextatis compluribus circum aram ludenti-
bus unum secrevisse atque in eius sinum rem publicam quam
manu gestaret reposuisse; at insequenti animadvertisse se
in gremio Capitolini Iovis eundem puerum, quem cum detrahi
iussisset, prohibitum monitu dei, tamquam is ad tutelam rei
publicae educaretur; ac die proximo obvium sibi Augustum,
cum incognitum alias haberet non sine admiratione contuitus,
simillimum dixit puero de quo somniasset. Quidam prius
somnium Caluli aliter exponunt, quasi luppiter compluribus
praetextatis tutorem a se poscentibus, unum ex eis demons-
trasset ad quem omnia desideria sua referrent, eiusque
osculum delibatum digitis ad os suum retulisset.

M. Cicero C. Caesarem in Capitolium prosecutus somnium
family likeness between it and the opening chapter of Plutarch, which has
already been proved on independent grounds to have been based upon
Suetonius’s vita Ciceronis. Here, as in the case of Augustus, evidently wepl
Tol warpds ovdév By wvbésbar pérpwv. Cf. also Suet. Vitell. 1, Vitelliorum
originem alii aliam et quidem diversissimam tradunt, partim veterem et
nobilem, partim vero novam et obscuram atque etiam sordidam etc.; Vesp. 1.

8 Suetonius never loses an opportunity to report such predictions. Cp. also
Serv. ad Aen. V1. 799, Suetonius ait in vita Caesaris (in the.now lost opening
chapter) responsa esse data per totum orbem nasci invictum imperatorem,
and Suet. Vesp. 5. The similar passage in Plut. Cic. 2, 79 8¢ Tir0y ¢pdopa doxel
yevéoOar kal wpoeweiv ws Spehos uéya waoe ‘Pwpalos éxtpepovoy etc. has, there-
fore, like the rest of the paragraph, a strong Suetonian flavor.

9 It will be observed that the birth of Octavian in the year of Cicero’s con-
sulship is in Plutarch referred to in close connection with the dream.
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pristinae noctis familiaribus forte narrabat: puerum facie
liberali, demissum e caelo catena aurea, ad fores Capitolii con-
stitisse eique Iovem flagellum tradidisse; deinde repente
Augusto viso quem ignotum plerisque adhuc avunculus
Caesar ad sacrificandum acciverat, affirmavit ipsum esse
cuius imago secundum quietem sibi obversata sit.

Dio Cass. XLV. 2 after relating four of the five ‘prodigia’
given by Suetonius, including the prediction of Nigidius,
likewise continues with the story of the dreams:

Tawdiorov Te alrod dvros kal Tyv SatpByy év 15 Pduy
motovuévov &dofé more 0 Kiképwv dvap, drloeai Te adTov

~ bJ \ 14 b3 ~ 3 ~ ~ \
xpvoais é 70 Kamrdlov ék Tod olpavod xabiufiocbar kai

’ \ ~ \ 3 rd \ R \ 3
udoriya mapa Tob Awos eikndévai: kai (o) yap jwiocTaTo
8oTis fv) wepLeTux€ Te adTP Tijs VoTepalas év adrd 79 Kamitwo-
Mo xal yvwploas adrov Sunyrfoato Tois wapovot Ty Sy, § Te
KaTod\os, 008 adrds mov éwpaxds Tov 'Oxraoviov, évouice
ToUs maibas év Tols Dmwvois Tols elyeveis wdvras év TH
Kamroip mpdoodov mpos Tov Ala mwemorfiofar xai év adry

\ \ s ~ e 7 > \ ) /. /
Tov Oedv eixdva Twa THs ‘Pouns é& Tov éxelvov rkdhmov
éuBeBrnkévar. éxmhareis 8¢ émli TovTe, avirler é& o
Kamirédhov mpocevEduevos ¢ Oep: xal éxel Tov 'Oxraoviov
€ A\ b4 3 ! ! . L] ~ \ N 3 7
elpov dANws avaBefSnkdTa, T Te €ldos avrod wpos TO évimviov
mpoorjpuoce kal Ty aiibeiav Tis dyrews éBeBaiwoaro. He
then proceeds, again precisely as in Suetonius,!® uera Toi7o0 . . .
v Te éobijra THY avdpucny évdivTos, 6 yLT®Y Tepleppdyn Te
éxatépwlev dmo Tov émrwuldov kal uéypt Tdv woddr KaTeppin.
TobT0 avTo pév kal éavro ovy Smws Tékpapoiv Twa, ds Kxal
s / ~ » » \ Y \ ’
ayaldv Tv wpoanuaivoy, Epepev, aANL kal fviace Tods mwapov-
bJ \ \ ~ 3 » ~ o A 3 7/ \
Tas. . . . émwerBov 8¢ 79 'Oxraovip elmeiv, 61t 76 afiwpa T
Bovhevricov mav vmo Tols wodas pov oxrow . .. ef odv ToU-
tov o Kaicap ueydha ém’ avrd éxmioas . . . éml v apyn foke

10 4ug. 94, Sumenti virilem togam tunica lati clavi, resuta ex utraque parte,
ad pedes decidit. Fuerunt qui interpretarentur non aliud significare, quam ut
is ordo cuius insigne id esset quandoque ei subiceretur. . . . Another mira-

cle is related, and then: illo et praecipue ostento motum Caesarem ferunt, ne
quem alium sibi succedere quam sororis nepotem vellet.
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xal mavl Soa mwpooriker TY wEANOVTL KAAGS . . . THALKODTOV
kpdros Stowkrjoew Umrapyew, axpBis éfemraldevae,

Dio, as is generally admitted, handles his borrowed material
with considerable freedom, expanding or condensing to suit his
purpose ; accordingly we meet with some items in the above
narrative which he could not have found in Suetonius, although
the coincidences between them are otherwise remarkably close
and numerous. Now, unless we are prepared to regard all
the accretions in question as emanating from Dio himself, the
resemblance just pointed out must be attributed to a commeon
third source, such as the @eoloyovpueva of Asclepiades Mendes
perhaps, whom Suetonius expressly cites as one of his authori-
ties, for it cannot be denied that the story of the dream might
also have found an appropriate place in such a work. The
further inference, however, that Plutarch may be likewise
indebted to this “ovvaywyy favuasiov,” since all direct obliga-
tions to Augustus’s fmouvijuara are out of the question, must
be rejected the moment we analyze the passages in Dio, Sue-
tonius, and Plutarch a little more closely. In the first place,
it must be noted that the account of the last named differs in
essential particulars and in the very setting from the narra-
tive of the others. Then again, Plutarch omits Catulus alto-
gether, though some of the details of Cicero’s dream are
incorporated by Suetonius and Dio in the dream which they
attribute to Catulus, Dio, moreover, to make matters worse,
in his turn combining some features of both dreams.

Tertullian unfortunately fails to inform us how the orator’s
dream was related in the emperor's Memoirs,! nor can we
gather from his silence that no mention at all was made of
the similar experience of Catulus. Now, as Suetonius demon-
strably made a most extensive use of Augustus’s autobiography

11 Perhaps Tertullian’s reference to Augustus as the man destined to put an
end to the civil wars, the very prediction in which the vision of Cicero culmi-
nates, may point to the Memoirs as the w/#imate source of Plutarch; for in the
other versions the civil wars do not figure at all.
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and yet tells an essentially different story, two possible
solutions suggest themselves. Either Plutarch, through an
oversight or intentionally, substituted Cicero for Catulus who,
if known to him at all, may have appeared too unimpor-
tant an individual for his purpose, or else Suetonius related
the anecdote differently in his Cicero and in his Awugustus.
In the one, following some such authority as Asclepiades
or Iulius Marathus,2 he gave it as we read it in the extant
biography; in the other, adopting the version of Augustus’s
own narrative, he told it as we find it in Plutarch. I believe
that the latter alternative more accurately represents the
actual state of affairs, a conviction confirmed by the remark
of Suetonius l.c. Quidam prius somnium Catuli aliter exponunt
etc. For, just as we here learn that Catulus was credited with
two dreams on the same subject during successive nights, but
that tradition varied as to the contents of the first, so we may
plausibly conjecture that a dream which some attributed to
Catulus was by others assigned to Cicero, and that the latter
version had been accepted by Suetonius in his Life of Cicero
and thus transmitted to Plutarch; the interval of time which
separated the two Latin biographies, as well as the various
sources consulted by Suetonius, being quite sufficient to
account for the divergences in question. )

Xd, Having thus established Plutarch’s indebtedness to
Suetonius’s vita Ciceronis with the aid of the Suetonian mate-
rial still extant, we shall now be methodically justified in
assigning to the same source those portions of Plutarch’s
biography for which in a majority of instances we were com-
pelled on internal grounds to assume a post-Augustan origin,
provided they at the same time clearly exhibit the well-known
characteristics of Suetonius.

Now the items which completely satisfy the aforesaid con-
ditions are above all those pertaining to the personal or strictly

12 Cited by Suet. l.c. as one of his sources.
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biographical traits of Cicero! for which, as we have seen, 7770
had hitherto, though on insufficient grounds or positively
erroneous surmises, been regarded as the foms primarius of
Plutarch. To be more specific, I maintain, and I hope the
preceding discussion has justified the claim, that the following
topics were taken by Plutarch directly from Suetonius’s viza
Ciceronis:

The information concerning the parentage, the name (c. 1),
the birth and the early youth of Cicero, the statement about
his poetic effusions (c. 2 and 40), the criticism passed upon
them (c. 2), the entire contents of c. 5, the stray notes on
Cicero’s property (c. 5. 6) and on the state of his health (c. 8).
Furthermore, the learned digression concerning Cicero’s self-
glorification and eulogy of others (c. 24), the alleged origin of
his feud with Clodius (c. 27), the philological comment on
Cicero’s merits in enriching the Latin language by the coinage
of philosophical terms (c. 40) and the remark on Cicero’s design
to write a Roman History (c. 41), the story of his matrimonial
troubles (c. 41), and finally the narrative of his proscription and
assassination (c. 46—49).

That the important events in the career of Cicero which in
Plutarch are intimately associated with his forensic activity,
such as the trial of Verres, the attack upon the agrarian
legislation of Rullus, the affairs of Manilius and Milo, also
received adequate treatment at the hands of Suetonius goes
without saying. Now, as the Greek author in all these
instances did not, as we have shown, draw from the original
fountain, the inference, that he here too had recourse to the
same authority whom he followed so extensively elsewhere, will
not be rejected as intrinsically improbable.

1 That a few of these may have reached Plutarch through oral channels or
may represent the gleanings of his own casual reading, whether reproduced
from memory or from his notebook, is all but certain (cp. e.g. c. 6. 49, 3 Tvvfd-
vopat etc.), especially in the case of anecdotal topics. But the material collected

from such quarters could not have been sufficiently extensive to invalidate the
above contention. See p. 4.
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For the strictly Zistorical events, in particular the Catilinian
conspiracy, I am rather inclined to postulate some post-
Augustan authority whose attitude was distinctly favorable to
Cicero and who was in possession of all the contemporary
sources on the subject, but who made no attempt to reconcile
the manifold differences or traditions which had arisen in
" the lapse of time. The Clodian episode on the other hand,
though also of one piece and hence not to be distributed
among several sources, may well have been treated in Sueto-
nius; at least, the story of the origin of the feud and the réle
assigned to Terentia (c. 29), as well as the account of the exile
and the return of Cicero, are quite in his manner, not to
mention that Plutarch quite fails to grasp the deeper political
significance of events, but merely chronicles, again more
Swuetoniano, the bald facts.

On the basis of two passages of Aulus Gellius2 and Ser-
vius,? Reifferscheid has with considerable ingenuity attempted
to vindicate to Suetonius a work, entitled Historia bellorum
ctvilium, which comprised the events from Pompey’s defeat
of the pirates (67 B.c.) to the battle of Actium (31 B.C.).
This history, which, according to the same scholar, was also
consulted by Dio Cassius and St. Jerome, would thus prac-
tically have included the entire career of Cicero, and as such
might have been Plutarch’s source for the historical portions
just discussed, as well as for those relating to the Civil War
proper (49-31), in which case Suetonius would have been
relieved of the necessity of treating the same occurrences at
length in his Life of Cicero. This enticing theory, however,
stands and falls with the initial hypothesis of Reifferscheid.
But, as he has unfortunately utterly failed to establish its

2 N. 4. XVLI. 4, 4, Eundem Bassum Swuefonius Tranguillus praepositum esse
a M. Antonio . . . Parthos tribus ab eo proeliis fusos sc7ié7¢, eumque primum
omnium de Parthis triumphasse et, morte obita, publico funere sepultum esse.

3ad Verg. Georg. IV. 127, per transitum tangit kéistoriam a Sucetonio memo-
ratam. Pompeius enim victis piratis Cilicibus partim ibidem, partim in
Graecia, partim in Calabria agros dedit.
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verisimilitude,* no inferences of any value can be drawn from
it for the solution of the problem before us.

There is no reason to believe that Suetonius treated of
these events at any greater length in his Life of Cicero, they
being more or less incidental to it, than Plutarch felt called
mto do, particularly as historical narrative was not Sueto-
nius’s forte. There would, therefore, be no obstacle to the
assumption that Plutarch here too was content to follow in
the footsteps of the Roman biographer, were it not for the
fact that the other Lives alluded to above (p. 41. 46) prove that
he had secured and utilized an exhaustive account of the Civil
Wars, it_being unlikely that this was as yet unknown to him
when hMosed his Cicero which preceded them in time.?

But be this as it may, we shall at any rate be justified in
contending on the strength of the foregoing analysis that
Plutarch did not consult at first hand any of the works of
Cicero or any pre-Augustan authorities, such as Sallust, Tiro,
or Nepos, but that the vita Ciceronis of Suetonius constituted
his principal source. In fact, I feel convinced that if the last
named were extant we should discover that their interdepend-
ence was essentially similar to that which obtains between
Plutarch’s Coriolanus and the corresponding narrative of
Dionysius, whom the biographer followed even in those cases
where an é&wol ¢aow would naturally suggest some other
sources of information.

4 The entire question has been fully dealt with by Macé, Essas sur Suétone
PP- 346-354.

5 On the chronological sequence of Plutarch’s Lives, see Michaelis, de ordine
vitarum parall. Plutarchi, Berlin 1875. The vita Ciceronis is later than that
of Sulla; but as this, according to c. 21, cannot have been published before
115 A.D., we have a terminus post gquem for the Life of Cicero. Now Plin.
Epist. V. 10 (105 A.D.), as is generally admitted, alludes to the de viris il/us-
tribus of Suetonius, and asks him not to withhold them any longer from the
public. There will, therefore, be no chronological difficulty in the way of
Plutarch’s indebtedness to this work, even if we agree with Macé l.c. p. 66-72
on so late a date as 113 A.D. for its appearance, particularly as all of its five
parts were not necessarily issued together.






APPENDIX 1

EXPLANATORY NOTE

The division of the Greek text into paragraphs and sub-paragraphs is
designed to distinguish more clearly than is done by the traditional chapter-
numbers the constituent parts into which the biography may be resolved.

The foot-notes do not aim to give an even adequately complete Source
Commentary, but are chiefly intended to refute by an accumulation of
examples the opinion now generally held, and discussed in the preceding
pages, that Plutarch directly consulted the works of Cicero or any other
contemporary authority, such as Sallust, for éiograpkical purposes.

The more important passages are cited under two rubrics. Those
under (A) designate substantial ggreement with Plutarch, those under
(D) disagreement in whole or in part.

All source-references in the text are spaced.

The text is that of Sintenis, with the following exceptions:

c.2,5S. 7uépe. . Kahardd exhibits a hopeless confusion, primarily caused
by Plutarch’s misreading novas for nonas. Kalavddv is probably an
explanatory gloss due to a misunderstanding of ante diem II/. Nonas,
the month having been omitted. See c. 2 note 4. The soundness of
the text can be vindicated only on the supposition that Pl followed
the Greek method of reckoning and that novae Kalendae was used
for the Kalends of January, but for this I can find no evidence.

c.4,17. «xal woA\#$ is bracketed because the words contradict c. 3, 29,
% ¢wrl) woANY uév kal dyadh. The double woXNd (1l. 18, 19) is probably
responsible for the addition.

c. 5,23. The absurd »osvoas has been changed to vofoas. See my note,
Class. Rev. XIV (1900) p. 62.

c. 7,925. Béppyv yap . . . xahodow clearly belongs after €pn 6 Kixépwr.

c. 23, 22. éxelvwyv with some MSS. for éxelvov, for the éfovela of the practor
Caesar and the #7bune Cato was not lo.

c. 29,16. I have introduced my emendation &id KardANov for did TvANov.
Compare Amer. Jour. of Pkil. X1 pp. 316 ff.

Zvyxp. 1, 4. 1 write Kahlov for KexciMlov, but retain the latter reading,
though equally erroneous, in c. 36, for the reasons given on p. 44.

My thanks are due to my friend and colleague Prof. Wm. N. Bates for
his kindness in reading the proof of these pages.

Feb. 1g9o2. A.G
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Passages quoted verbatim or discussed in the foregoing analysis are marked
with an asterisk (¥).

1 (A) * Hieron. in Euseb. Chron. Olymp. 168, 3(2).

2 (A) * Calenus apud Dio Cass. XLVL. 4, 2. 5, 3.

8 (A) * Hieron. L.c.; de vir. sllustr. 81 (Appendix II). (D) gro Mur.8,17.

4 (D) Cic. ad Az XI1II. 42, 2, diem meum scis esse ITI. Nonas lanuarias;
VIL 5, 3, III. Nonas, natali meo; Gell. V. 4. XV. 28, 3.
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1 (A) Plato de rep. V. 466. 2 (A) Cp. Tac. Dial. 19-23.

8 (A) Cp. Tac. Dial. 21, fecerunt enim et carmina . . . non melius quam
Cicero sed felicius quia illos fecisse pauciores sciunt, to which passage I have
collected the numerous corroborative criticisms (p. 235).

4 (D) * Cic. ad fam. XIIIL 1, 2. 5 (A) Cic. de amic. 1, 1.
6 (D) Cic. Phél. XII. 11, 27, Cn. Pompeius, S. F., consul, me praesente
cum essem tiro in eius exercitu cum . . . duce Marsorum . . . collocutus est.

7 (A) These events had been related at length in the earlier Life of Sulla.

8 (A) To this period belong the de¢ inventione and the translation of Xeno-
phon’s Oeconomicus. Cp. also Brut. 9o, 308 ff.; de of. 11. 24, 87.

9 (A) Cic. pro Rosc. Am. 11, 32, occisum in proscriptorum numerum rettu-
listis; 1, 1-4. 2, §; Quint. XIL 6, 3, summis audientium clamoribus dixerit ;
Gell. /. 4. XV, 28, 3, florentissimam orationem.

10 (D) Cic. Lc. 2, 6, duobus milibus nummum (= $75, not $370); 8, 21,
imprudente L. Sulla facta esse certe scio etc.; 9, 25. 38, 110. 45, 130 f.

88 B.C.
89-88
.0.

89 B.C.

82 B.C.

81 B.C.
80 B.C.
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‘Pooxiv,! Tob Xpvooydvov kataokevdoavros, éBorjbe. 8° ovdels, dAN’ dmerpé
movro Tob SvAda Ty xahemoryra Oedowcores, ovrw 8y 8’ éoyuiav Tob
pepaxiov 790 Kuépwn mposduydvros of didor cupmapippwy, ds ok &v
adr@ Aapmporépay adbis dpxv mpos S6fav érépav odde kaAliv yemoouémy.
*Avadefdpevos olv T ovvpyopiav kal katopbdoas édavudoty -2

9. dedios 8¢ Tov SAAav dredjunoev els Ty "EXNda,® Suwomelpas Adyov,
&s 10D odpatos atrd Oepareins Scopévov. Kai yap v dvrws loxvos xai
doapxos, dppwaTip oTopdyov muxpd kal yAiTxpa pdys oY Tijs dpas mpoo-
pepdpevos -* 5 8¢ Ppwry) oAy pév xal dyabhj, axAypd 8¢ xal dmwAaoTos, Two
8¢ 700 Adyov aodpiéryra kal wdflos Exovros del S Tdv dvw Tévwy ENavvo-
pévy pofov mapeiyev tmép Tod sdpatos.t

10. IV. ’Adudpevos 8’ eis "Abijvas *Avridyov 70d *Agkadwvitov duj-
Kxovoe,® 1)) pév €dpoig TOV Adywv alrod kal xdpiti knlovpevos, & 8’ év Tois
Sdypaow évewrépllev odx émavay.

11. "Hdy yap éfioraro Tijs véas Aeyopévys *Axabnpeias 6 "Avrioyos xai
v Kapreddov ordow éyxaréarey, dre xapmripevos tmo s évapyelas xai
T6v alothjoewy, dre, Gs paciy Eviol, Poryuiy Tul xal Sadopd mpos
7ovs Khearopdyov xal ®fAwvos ovnjfes Tov Srwikov® éx peraBolijs Gepa-
webwy Adyov év Tols wAeiorTols.

12. ‘O & Kiképwv éxeiva fjydma xdkeivois mpoaeixe pardoy, duvoodpevos,
el mavrdmacw éxméToL TOD TG Kowd Tpdoaew, Oebpo pereveykduevos Tov Siov
éx Tijs dyopds xal Tijs woAirelas év Novxip perd Pplooodias kataliy.’

13. 'Ene 8’ adrg Svlas e mpoonyyéAby tebvynds, kal 1o adpa Tols
yopvaoios dvappevvipevoy els w éBddile veavuajy, 7 Te puv) AapSdvovea
mAdow 7¢ta ptv wpos dkoyy érélpamto [kl mwoAN]], perpiws 8¢ mpds TV
&w TjppooTo TOV oépaTos, TOAG pév TGy drd ‘Pouns didwv ypaddvrev
xai Scopévwv, moAAd 8’ Avridyov mapaxehevouévov Tols kowois émifBalely
npdypacw, adtds domep Spyavov éjpTve Tov Pyropucov Adyov kai dvexiver
™ wolurucy Svvapuy, avTdv Te Tals pedéras dmoviy kal Tovs émawoupé-
vous peTiov prjTopas.

1 See note 10, p. 67.

2 See note 9, p. 67; pro Rosc. Am. 1,1. 21, 59 ; Brut. 9o, 312.

3 (A) * Hieron. in Euseb. Chron. (= Sueton.) Olymp. 175, 1; de vir. ill. c. 81.

(D) * Brut. 91, 314.

4 (A) Brut. 91, 313, erat eo tempore in nobis summa gracilitas et infirmitas
corporis, procerum et tenue collum qui habitus et quae figura non procul ahesse
putatur a vitae periculo si accedit labor et laterum magna contentio.

(D) Brut. 1. c.

5 (A) Cic. de leg 1. 21, 54; Acad. 1. 4, 13.

6 (A) Acad. I1. 43, 132, erat quidem . . . germanissimus Stoicus.

7 (D) These designs belong to a later period in Cicero’s life. Cp. c. 40
and ad A#. 11 5, 2. 12, 4. 16, 3; IV. 16, 10; IX. 4, 2. 9.
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14. "Ofev €is "Aciav kai ‘Podov Erhevae, kal Tav piv "Acwaviv fyrdpov 18 B.O.
EevoxAel 7¢ "Adpapvrmvg xai Awvvoiy ¢ Mdywym kai Mevirmy 16 Kapl
quwvesxdhaoey, &v 8¢ “Pody frjrop pév Amodwvip 7§ MdAwvos,! Sy
& Tlooedwvip.?

Aéyerar® 8 Tov "AmoAdviov ob owwnévra v “Popaicyy SudAexrov
Senfijvar Tob Kuxépwvos ‘EApoti pelerfioar: Tov 8 maxobow mpobipws,
oldpevov ovrws éoeofar Berriova v émavépOuow - érel 8 éuelérpae, Tois
pév d\ovs éxmemAiixbos xal Swapdrdobar mpos dANGAovs Tols émaivors, Tov
8’ Amol\dviov obr dxpodpevor aitrod Suyvbivar kai wavoauévov ovvvowy
xaBéleaba moAv xpovov, dxfopévov 8& Tob Kuépwvos elmelv- «S¢ pév, &
Kuweépwv, érawd xal fuvpdiw, tis 8¢ “EAddos oixtelpw mijv Tixnv, dpav, &
pova T@y kaAdv fulv dmelelmero, xai Tadta ‘Pupalos 8 oob mpocyevipeva,
wadeiay xal Adyov.”’

15. V. ‘O yoiv Kuxépwv éAmidwv pearos émi iy molirelav depduevos
tmo xpnopod Twos dmnufBAvby Tyv Spwiv. ‘Epopéve yip alrd Tov év
Aergpois Oedv, drws dv évdofdratos yévoiro, mpooérafev 1) Mvbia v éovrod
diow, dAAG py) Ty TGV TOAAGY d6Sav fyepdva wowiobos Tod Biov.t

16. Kai 16v ye mpirov év ‘Pduy xpovov ebrafids Sujye xai Tals dpxais 77 B.C.
Sximpds mpoorje xai mapyueleiTo,® rabra &y T "Pwpaivv Tols Bavaveordrows
wpoxepa kal avwfy frjpata, Tpakos® kai oxoraoTikos drovwy.

‘Enel 8 ¢ioer Ppddripos dv kal mapofuvduevos Yo Tov marpos xal TOV
PiAwy érédukey els TO Tvnyyopely éavrov, olk Tpépa TG mpwTely mpooijyey,
AN bbb éhampe ) 80y Kai dépepe wOAD TaV dywvdopévev én’
dyopds.

17. Aéyerac 8& xai airods oddy rrov vorjoas Tov Anuosfévovs mpos
™y tmokpiow,” todro pév ‘Puokip 1§ kopedp, Totro 8 Alsume 16
Tpaypdy mpoéxew émperds.t

18. Tov 8’ Alowmov Tobrov ioTopodoy imokpwinevoy év Bedrpw Tov
wepi Ths Tywwplas Tod Ouéotov BovAevdpevov *ATpén, TdY Vmnperdy Twos

1 (D) * Cic. Brut. 91, 317. 2 (D) * Cic. Brut. l.c.
3 (A) * de vir. ill. 81. Cp. also Tusc. Disp. 11. 2, 5.
(D) * Cic. Brut. 91, 316.
4 (D) * Cic. de div. I1. 56, 115ff. (attack on the Delphic oracle).
5 (D) * Cic. Brut. 92, 318.
6 (A) Calenus ap. Dion. Cass. XLVL 18, 1, & Kwépwy % Kixépkovhe 3
Kwkepdxie §) T'palkovhe 7 8 7o wore xal xalpers dvouaibuevos ad Ast. 1. 15, 1.
7 (A) Cic. de orat. 111. 56, 213; Brut. 38, 142; Orat. 17, 56, ut iam non sine
causa Demosthenes tribuerit et primas et secundas et tertias actioni.
8 (A) Macrob. Sazur. I1. 10, Roscio et Aesopo histrionibus tam familiariter
usum ut res rationesque eorum sua sollertia tueretur.
(D) Cicero’s friendship for these actors is-attested by many passages, but
he nowhere confirms the above statement.
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dpvo mapadpapdvros, éw Tdv éavrod Aoywopdv & o mdbos! Svra TG
oxwTpw matdbu xai dvelel.

19. O puxpd 8 mpos To melbav tmipxev éx Tov inrokpivesbar pomy TG
Kiuépwn. Kai Tovs ye 79 Bodv peyalavyovpévovs prjropas émoxamrwy
é\eye 8 dobéveway éml Ty kpavyy Gomep xwhovs é’ Trmov mydav.

20. “H & wepi Ta oxdppata xai ™y maduiv Tavryy edrpamelio Suave-
xov pév é8dxer Kal yAadupdy, xpdpevos 8° adry kataxépws moAods é\vre
xai xaxonfeias éAduPave Sdfav.

21. VI. ’Awodexfeis 8¢ Tapias év ourodein kol Aaxiv Sikediav jvi-
XAnoe? rois dvfpdmos év dpxy otrov els ‘Pouny dmooréMeav® dvayka-
fopdvos. "Yoarepov 8 Tiis émpeleins xai dkatootiys kal mpadTyros airod
weipay Aapfdvovres bs obdéva Tav wumol Tfyeudvov ériqunoav.t

22, "Enel 8¢ molol 7dv dmo “Pupns véwv &vdofor xal yeyovdres xalds
airiay &ovres drafias xal palaxins mepl Tov mwodepov dveméudbnoav émi
TOv aTparTyyov Tijs Sixelias, ovvelmev atrois 6 Kuépwy émeavis kal
Teplemoinoey.

23. 'Eml 7tobrois odv péya ppoviv® es “Poungy Budifwv yelotov T
mabélv pnous Svwruxiv yip dvdpl Tav émdaviv Pide Soxotyvre mepl
Kapmaviay, épéolar, Tiva 8 tav mempaypévev im’ atrod Adyov éxovor
‘Popaion xai Ti ¢povovaw, Gs Ovépatos xai 86¢ys TEv wempaypévoy
bt ™y woMv dmacav épmemAykas: Tov 8 emev: «Ilod yap s, &
Kuépww, Tov xpdvov tobrov;’’ tére pev olv éfabupijoar mavrdmaow,
el xafdwep els wélayos dxavés Ty wolwv éumeody & mepl avTov Adyos
od&y eis ddfav éxidyrov memoinxey - VaTepov 8¢ Aoyiopov éavrd 8:dods moAd
s Pporyuias Ypeikey, bs mpos doprTov mpiypa Ty d6fav dmAlduevos
xal wépas ovk épukTov Exovoay. OV pay dAAG T6 ye xaipav émawoipevoy
Suadepdvros i mpos S6fav EumalbéoTepov Exew dxpt mavros alrg mapéuewe
xal woAovs modAdkis TGv Spfiv émerdpale Aoyiopaiv.

24. VII. ‘Amrdpevos 8 tijs molrelas mpobupdrepov aloxpov ipyeito
Tobs pév PBavadoovs Spydvois xpwpévovs xal okeveow dyixols pndevos

1 (A) Cic. de div. 37, 80, in te saepe vidi et . . . in Aesopo, familiari tuo,
tantum ardorem vultuum atque motuum ut eum vis quaedam abstraxisse a
sensu mentis videretur.

(D) * Cic. Tusc. Disp. IV. 25, 55.

2 (D) Cic. sn Verr. 1L 3, 78, 182; pro Planc. 26, 63.

3 (A) Cic. pro Planc. 26, 64, frumenti in summa caritate maximum numerum
miseram (sc. Romam).

4 (A) Cic. pro Planc. l.c. excogitati quidam erant a Siculis honores in me
inauditi.

5 (A) Cic. l.c. hac spe decedebam ut mihi populum Romanum ultro omnia
delaturum putarem. ‘

6 (D) *Cic. Lc. Seep. 14f.
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dyvoeiv Svopa pnde xdpay ) Svapw abrdv, Tov & molurkdy, § & dvfpdmwy
13 N ’ ’ (1 ’ \ > ~ ;A \ \ ~
ai xowal mpdfes wepalvovrar, pabipws kol duedds Exev wepl TV TV
~ ~ 1 700 3 ’ ~ F ] ’ .0 ’ € r 1
woMTay yvdow. ev ob uovov Tav dvopdrwv ebille pympovedew airdy,
dAA& Kal Témov, év O TGV yvwpipwy EkacTos olxel, kai ywplov, oU KéxTyTa,

\ ’ * ~ \ ’ A \ -~ e O\ » ’
xal ¢pidovs, oloTior xpijraL, kal yeltovas éylvwoxe: kal wacav 68ov Traias
Sumropevouévy Kixépwn mpoxepov v elmeiv kai émdetfar Tovs Tdv $pilwy
dypods xal Tas émavhets.

25. Oboiay & puxpav pév, ixaviy 8¢ xai Tals Samdvais émapi) xexrypévos
2 ’ ’ \ 4 ~ ’ F) \ -~ ’
éavpdlero pyre puobfods pijre ddpa mposiépevos dwo Tis ouwyyopias,
pilwra 8 dre v kard Béppov Sikyy dvérafe.

26. Tovrov yap arparyyov yeyovéra Tiis Sikelins kal moAA& memovnpev-
pévoy TGy Sikelwtoy dwkdvrav €lley, odk erdv, dAN € adrod Tpdmov
Twa Tov py elmev.?  Tav yap orparyycy 16 Béppy xaplopévev xai T
Slxqy tmepbéveot xai duaxpovoea: moldals els Ty Vordryy® éxBalidvrwy,
3 2 4 9 -~ . < ~ e 7 8 3 3 ’ ’ 3 QN
bs v wpddyhov, ST Tols Adyois & mijs fuépas?® otk éfapkéve xpdvos otde
Mjerar wépas 7 xpiows,® dvaoras 6 Kixépov édy p deiobar Adywv, dAN
émayaybv Tos pdpTupas xal émikplvas éxédevoe dépav Ty Yijdov Tovs
dikaords.?

27. "Opws 8¢ moAld xapievta Stapvypoveverar kai mepl éxelvyy abrod
v Slkcqr. Qs olv dredevbepicos dvBpwmos &voxos T¢ lovdailew Svopa
Kexidios éBovhero mapwodpevos Tovs Sikehdras kariyopeiv Tod Béppov
« T *Tovdaly mpos xoipov;’’ édn 6 Kucépwv.t Béppyv yap of ‘Pwpaio Tov
» » -~ -~ » \ ~ ’ s s e\ > 3
éxterpmuévov xoipov xadotow. “Hv 8¢ 7§ Béppy dvrimais vios odk élev-
Oeplws Boxav wpotoTacbar Tijs dpas. Aodopyfels odv 6 Kiképwv els
podaxiav mo Tov Béppov «Tols viols,”” elmev « évros Bupav 8 Aot
Sopeiour.”’

Tob 8& prjropos “Opryoiov Tyv ptv edfeiav T¢ Béppy owvemey uy

, P , , p . ,
ToAprigavtos,® & 8 19 Tyjpar. waclévros mapayevéobar kal AafBdvros

1(A) [Q. Cicero] de pet. cons. 11, 41, petitio desiderat nomenclationem,
blanditiam, assiduitatem, benignitatem.

(D) Cic. ad Azt IV. 1, 5, ad urbem ita veni, ut nemo ullius ordinis homo
nomenclatori notus fuerit qui mihi obviam non venerit.

(A) Cic. gro Mur. 36, 77, quid? quod habes nomenclatorem, in eo quidem
fallis . . . nam si nomine appellari abs te cives tuos Zonestum est, turpe est
eos notiores esse servo tuo quam tibi etc.

2 (A) in Verr. 1. 10, 31 ff.; Ps. Ascon. in Verr. 1 p. 126f Quint. VI. 6, 4.

3 (D) in Verr. l.c.

4 = Quid Iudaeus cum Verre? For other Ciceronian puns on Verres, cp.
my note to Tac. Dial. c. 23 (p. 249).

5(A) Cic. i Verr. 11. 1, 7, 20; Orat. 37, 129; Ps. Ascon. in Flerr.
pp. 126, 153, adeo stupefactus Hortensius dicitur ut rationem defensionis
omitteret.

70 B.C
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Aepavrivyy! Siyya ooy, dré 1. mAayivs 6 Kiépov wpos adrdv:  Tob
8 Prjoavros alnypdrev Adoews dmreipws éxew - “Kai pyy éml s oikias v
Siyye ixeas.”

28. VIII. Odrw 8& 700 Béppov xaraduacBévros? éBSoprixovra mwévre
pupuddov Tiunoduevos® Ty 8ixgy 6 Kixépwv Siafoliy Eoxev, bs ér' dpyvpiv
70 Tipmpa xabvdeypévos.t
Ob v dAX of Skeldrar xdpw elddtes dyopavopoivros adred* moAld
pév dyovres dmo Tis vijgov, mod& 8¢ pépovres Jrov, b otdty émoujeaTo
xépdos, dAN’ doov émevwvioar v dyopav dmexpricato T $loripia TV
dvbpomrwy. »

29. "Exéxrqro 8 ywplov kaddv év*Aprous, kai wepl Néav wéhw v dypos
xal wepl Iopmylovs Erepos, ob peydhoi: Ppepvj Te Tepevrins s yrvawos
wpogeyévero pvpuddoy Sixa,” xai rAypovopin Tis els éwéa Sprapluv our-
axleica pvpuidas. :

30. ’Ano Tovrwy élevbepins dua xal cwdpdvws Biijye perd TdV ovpBi
otvrov ‘EMavov® kal ‘Popaiov ¢puloddywy, omdviov, € wore, mpo Svoudy

- §Mlov kaTaxAwdpevos, oby ovTw 8 doxoliav, bs & TO odpa TG TTopdyw

poxOnpds dwxeluevov. "Hy 8¢ kal Ty A\ mepi 70 odpa Gepameiay dxpi-
Bis xai mepurrds, dore xai Tphpeor xal wepimdTors’ dpifud Teraypivoss
xpijobu. Tobrov Tov Tpdémov Samwbaywywy Ty &w dvooov® kal Suapxi)
mwpos moMovs kal peydAovs dydvas xal wovovs ouveyev.

31. Oixiav & ™y piv marpgav 7§ AOeAPG Tapexdpyoey, adros 8 Jre
mepl 70 Hakdriov? dmép 700 piy paxpav Padifovras évoxAeiobar Tovs Oepa-
wedovras adrov.

1 (D) Plin. V. . XXXIV. 48, 8 speaks of Corinthian bronze, in Quint. VI.
3, 98 it is a Sphinx aenea, and according to Plut.’Amogd. 11 it was of silver.
Otherwise the stories are identical.

2 (D) Ps. Ascon. ll.cc. adeo perculsus Verres ut abiret in exilium sua sponte.

8 (D) Ps. Ascon. p. 152; Cic. Div. in Cacc. 5, 19, abs te sestertium milies ex
lege repeto.

4 (A)in Verr. 1. 18, 56 and Ps. Ascon. p. 106 frustra calumniantur Cice-
ronem quidam homines et modo eum sestertium milies dicunt repetere, modo
quadringenties. But cp. Plut. c. 7 u#hre 5@pa dvéhafe.

5 (A) * Mart. IV. g5, 3.

6 (A) * Cic. de nat. deor. 1. 3, 5, doctissimorum hominum familiaritates quibus
semper domus nostra floruit.

7 (A) Cic. ad Quint. frat. 111. 3, 1; ad A#. 11. 23, 1.

8 (A) * Asin. Poll. ap. Sen. Suas. V1. 24.

9 (D) This house was purchased after his consulship. Cp. Cic. ad fam. V.
6, 2; ad A#t. 1. 16, 10; Gell. V. 4. XII. 12, 1. The topics 29 ff. are disjointed
and accumulated without reference to chronology. Plutarch had nothing to
say about the aedileship, and these items are put in to fill the gap, as it were. ~
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,
vous pdhora ‘Popaiov kol peyiorous dvras.

opmiios 8¢ xai Kicépwva éfepdmeve, xai peydda mpods Stvamv oir xal
8dtav 1 Kixépwvos avvémpale molireia.
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32. IX. Srparyyiav 8 peridvrov dpa odv adrd moMay kel peydiwv

- , Y -
wpdros drdvrwy dvyyopeidy ! kal tis xpioas é8ofe kabapds xal kalds
BpaBeioa.

Aéyerar 8 xal Awdvos Mdkep, dvp xai xal’ adrov ioyvwv & T

Y p, dvijp Xbov & 77
more péya xal Kpdoog xpdpevos Bonbs, xpwipevos xlomijs én’ adrod, T4
Suvdpe kal amovd)) wemobiss, &rv Ty Yijdov TV KkpiTdy Sapepovrwy dma-
Aayels olxade xeipacful Te T kepayy xatd Tdxos Kai xabapov iudTiov bs
vevuenkios AafBoyv adfis els dyopav mpoiévars Tob 8& Kpdooov mepi T
abAewov dmavrioavros airg xal ppdoavros, o wdows édhwxe Tals Yrjdors,
dvuotpéfas kal xaraxhweis dmofaveiv.? To 8 mpdypa ¢ Kixépwwn 86fav
veykev bs émpeds Bpafeioavre 10 Sixaoripiov.

"Emel 8¢ Obarivios, dvip éxwv i Tpaxd xal mpos Tovs dpxovras SAlywpov
é&v Tals ouvpyopiass, xoddwy 8¢ Tov TpdypAov wepimhews, yreiré Tu KaTa-
oras mapd 100 Kiképwwos, xal py 8i8dvros, dMa BovAevopévov woliw
Xpovoy, elrev, s odk &v adros Swordoes Tepl TovTOV OTPaTYYGY, émoTpacels
6 Kiképwy «’AAX’ éyw,” elmev, « otk éxo TphikodTov TpdynAov.”’ *

YEr 8’ qjuépas 8o 7 Tpels Ixovre Tijs dpxijs adrd mpooryay? Tes Maviloy
ebfvvov khomijs.8 ‘O 8& Mavilos obros elvowv elxe xai omovdyy two Tob
Snjpov, Soxdv éhavveobar Sia Iopmiiov: éxelvov yap v pidos. Airovuévov
8’ fpuépas adrod piav 6 Kixépwy pévyy mjv émodoay &wxe: xai 6 &jpos fya-

- ey , , ) -
viktyoey efopévoy Tdv oTparyydy déka TobAdyioTov fpépas &uddvar Tols
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kwdvvevovo. Ty 8¢ Spudpywv atrov Sayayovrey ém 1o Bipa xai xaty-
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yopotvtwy, dkovolijvar Senbels elmev, dTv Tols kwdvvevovow del, xaf’ Soov of
vopoL Tapeikovot, kexpyuévos émekds kal Pphavfpdrws Sewov fyeéiro TG
Mawvihiey Tadra pi) rapacxev: s obv ér pdvys xipios fv fuépas arparyydv,

1 (A) Cic. Brut. 93, 321; pro lege Man. 1. 2, ter praetor primus centuriis
cunctis renuntiatus sum.

2 (D) * Cic. ad Az#t. 1. 4, 2; Val. Max. IX. 12, 7 (suicide before conviction).

8 (A) * Cic. l.c. nos incredibili ac singulari populi.voluntati de C. Macro
transegimus. Cui cum aequi fuissemus, tamen multo maiorem fructum ex
populi existimatione, illo damnato, quam ex ipsius si absolutus esset, gratia
cepissemus.

4 (A) Cic. pro Sest. 65, 135 strumam civitatis (cp. Schol. Bob. p. 310); 72
Vat. 4, 10 (cp. Schol. Bob. p. 316); iz Vatin. 2, 4, inflato collo, tumidis cervici-
bus intulisti. This particular retort is, however, not found elsewhere. Cp.
Kurtz, Pkilol. 36, p. 569.

5 (D) * Dio Cass. XXXVI. 44.
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The chief extant narratives of the Conspiracy (c. 10-23) are: Cic. iz Cat.;
Sallust ; Appian B. C. II. 2-7; Dio Cass. XXXVII. 24-42; Florus IV. 1 ff.
Cp. also the special treatises cited in the Bibliography and Sibinga l.c. pp. 48—
143. In the following those passages will be preferably cited which show that
neither Sallust nor Cicero was directly consulted by Plutarch, nofeworthy
divergences from Cicero’s statements in the Speeces proving by implication
that the lost dwéuvnua was also #not one of kis sources.

1 (A) Cic. Brut. 9o, 311, leges et iudicia constituta, recuperata res publica;
de proscript. fil. fragm.: ita legibus Sullae cohaerebat status civitatis ut -his
solutis, stare ipsa non posset.

2 (D) Plutarch ignores the so-called first Catilinian conspiracy, so frequently
referred to in Cicero’s speeches, and narrated by Sall. 18; Dio XXV. 44.

8 (A) Sall. c. 5 animus audax, subdolus, varius; s# Cat. I 5; III. 17 tam
acer quam paratus, tam audax quam callidus etc.

(D) Cat. 1. 10, 26; II. 4, 7 ff.; esp. Sall. c. 15 necato filio.

4 (A) Cic. #n toga cand. fragm. : cum deprehendebare in adulteriis . . . cum ex
eodem stupro tibi et uxorem et filiam invenisti; [Q. Cicero] de pet. cons. 2, g,
educatus est in stupro sororis.

5 (D) Cic. ## Cat. 1. 16, 13 ff., cum morte superioris uxoris . . . domum
vacuefecisses, nonne etiam alio incredibili sceleri hoc scelus cumulasti; III. 17.

6 Plut. Sull 32, &doke etc. Not elsewhere mentioned.
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&oaav xal karabicavres dvbpwmov éyeboavro 1oV gapkdv.! Aiépfapro
85 e 3 5 ~ \ ’ ~ Y -~ , ’ 2 e 8 \ \ ’

Yw’ adrod woAV pépos Ths év Ty wolel vedtyTos,® §Bovas kal wérovs
kal yvvakdv épotas del mpofevoivros éxdoTe kal TV els Tavra Samwdvny
» -~ , > - > @ ’ N s s
4¢pedidds wapaokevdlovros. 'Emfjpro & 7 Te Tvppyvia mpos drdoracw

»
oAy xat Ta woAAd Tijs évros "Admwewv Talarias. Emiodaréorara &8 4
ep \ A L ] \ 3\ 3 - 3 s 3 ’, ~ \
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kai Ppthapxias kai olkodouias, T@v 8& whovTwy els dyevvels kai Tamewods
cuveppunkdToy dvfpdmovs, wore mikpds pomrijs detofar T wpdypara Kal
mayrés elvar Tod ToAmfoavros ékorfioar Ty wolirelav adrTyv v’ adris
vooovoav.?

XI. Ob piwv dA\ra BovAdpevos 6 Karidivas loxvpdv Ti mpokararafBely
opuyriplov Umarelav perje kai Aapwpds v tais éAwiow*
k4 14 4 E] \ o € \ \ ¥ \ \ ’ ¥
Avrwviy cvwrarebowy, dvdpl kal adTov pév odre mpos o BékTiov ovTe

~ > .
mwpos 16 Xelpov Tyepovikd, wpoalbiixy & dyovros érépov Suvduews
3 ’ ~ \ ~ ~ v ;) ”~ [ ~ ’
éoopévy. Tadra &) Tdv kadv kai dyafdv of mAeloror mpoaraipevor
Tov Kuképova mpoijyov éri v imarelav: kal Tod. Sjpov defapévov mpo-
Oipws & pév Karidivas éémeae, Kiépov 8¢ kal T'dios "Avravios 5pé-

s Taty

7 ~ ’ € ’ ’ * 3 € ~ ’

Onouv. Kairow tév peridvrov 6 Kuicépov pdvos fv é immkod marpds,
ob BovAevrod, yeyovws.®

XII. Kai rd pév wepi Karilivav éueldev ér, Tovs moAdovs Aavfd-
vovra, wpodywves 8¢ peydo Tyv Kiképwvos Umarelav éfedéfavro.®
Toiiro pév yip oi kekwlupévor katd Tovs SvAAa vépovs. dpyew,’ ovr
3 -~ » ¥y 3 F ’ / ; ) \ k] ’ \ -~
dolevels dvres ovT SAiyor, peridvres dpxas édpuaydyovy, moAAG Tis
SdAAa Tupavvidos dAyb7 pév xal dikaia kaTnyopotvres, ol uyv év Séovre

1 (D) * Sall. Cat. 22; (A) Dio XXXVII. 30.

2 (A)in Cat. 1. 6, 13; 1I. 9, 20; Sall. Cat. 14, 5.

8 (D) Sall. Caz. 28, 40; Cic. Cat. 1. 2, 5; IL. 8 ff.; pro Cael. l.c. App.
B. C. 11. 2. Agreement in substance, but not in detai/s.

4 (D) Sall. 14, Antonium quem sibi collegam speraref, has nothing in com-
mon with the Greek except the verb; nor is the epigrammatic characterization
of Antonius suggested by anything in the Latin.

5 Ascon. Ped. in toga cand. p. 88 ff. solus Cicero ex competitoribus eques-
tri erat loco natus. Cicero attaches no importance to this, e.g. de Jeg. agr.
- L. g, 27, equestri ortum loco consulem videt quae vitae via facillime viros
bonos ad honorem . . . perducat, but boasts that he was elected as a homo
novus. Cp. esp. d¢ /Jeg. agr. 11. 1, 3, me perlongo intervallo prope memoriae
temporum nostrorum primum hominem novum consulem fecistis etc.; pro
Mur. 8, 17; pro Planc. 27, 67.

8 de off. 11. 23 ff.; in Pis. 2, 4; de leg. agr. I1. 3, 8.

7 The speech de proscriptorum filiis (Cic. in Pis. 2) followed the de lege
agraria and the pro Rabirio, here omitted. Cp. Cic. ad 422 11. 1, 3.
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kpivew oVs Soxoly, Pvyddas éxBdAlew, ovvoi{ew miless, xpripara
AapBdvew ék Tob Tamelov, orpaTidTas Tpépew kai xarahéyew ® Sméowy
’ \ \ ~ ’ ~ ¥ ~ 3 ~ \ -~
Séorro.  Aid xal 7@ vépw mpoaeixov dAAow Te TGV Empaviv xal wpwTos
£ -~ ’ 3 ~ ’
Avrownos * & 700 Kiképuvos ovvdpxwv ds 7ov déka yerpoduevos.
'Eddker 8¢ xal 1ov Karihiva * vewrepiopdv eldis ob Svoxepalvey vmd
a ~
mAjfovs Savelwy: & pdhiora Tols dpioTois pofov mapeiye.
Koai robrov mpdTov Oepamredwy 6 Kixépwv ékelvy piv éymdioaro Tdv
érapyidv Makedoviav,® airg 8¢ Tyv Talariay SiSopémy mapymicaro,
»
Kkal katewpydoaTo T XdpiTt Tavry TOV "Avrdviov dorep vmokpiryy Eupe-
’ -~ €
alov adr@ Ta Sevrepa Aéyewy tmrép i warpidos. Qs & odTes éaddker kai
’
xetporfys éyeydver, pallov 48y Oappdv 6 Kiképwv &viorato mpds Tods
~ » ~ ~
xaworopovvras. Ev pdv odv 75§ BovAj karyyoplay Tevd Tob vdpov Sati-
’ v &7 3 \ A Y t3 ’ v \ 3 ’
Oépevos ovTws éférintev adrods Tods elopépovras, dore undev dvriléyew.
. NN EJ 3 2 \ 7 -~ A < 7
Exel 8 adfis érexeipovy xal mapeoxevaopévor wpoekalovvro Tods vmdrovs
éxl Tov Sijpov,® obdéy modelvas 6 Kixépwv, dA\& Ty BovAyy &reobar
xeheboas kal wpoeABov od pdvov é£éBake Tov vipov, dAAG xal TOY dAAwY
dmoyvdvar Tods Sypdpxovs éroinae, mapd TooodTov T@ Adyw kparynBévras
im abrod. '
34, XIII. Md\ora yap odTos 6 dvip émrédeie Pwpalows doov §dovis
Aé 5 xaA@ wpooTifyar, xal &t 76 dikarov dyjrTyTdV € dv p0i
Gyos TG KaA@ wp o, 0 Oixatov dyrryTov éoTiv, dv Splis
Aéyyras, kai 8@ Tov éupedds woliTevouevor del TG pév épyw TO Kakov
KN ~ ’ e~ ~ QN ’ \ - 3 ~ -~
dvri Tob Kolakevovros aipelobor, T 8¢ Adyw TO Avwodv ddaipelv Tob
aupdépovros. Aeiypa 8¢ adrod Tis wepi TOov Aoyov xdpiros kai TO

1Cf §33% p- 74

2 oratt. III sz Rullum de leg. agr.; Dio Cass. XXXVII. 25f. I note the
items which do not correspond with statements in these speeches.

8 These provisions of the law are not found.in the extant speeches. Cp.
esp. de leg. agr. 11. 7, 16 ff. 13, 33 ff.

4 Neither of these is mentioned by Cicero.

6 Slightly inaccurate. Gaul had fallen to the lot of Antonius, Macedonia
to Cicero. The latter remained in Rome, and secured his province for Anto-
nius, Gaul for Q. Metellus Celer. Cp. e.g. é# Pis. 2, 4£.; ad fam. V1. 2, 3; Dio
Cass. XXXVIL 33.

6 Refuted by de leg. agr. 1L 1, 1, commodius fecissent tribuni plebis, si
quae apud vos de me deferunt, ea coram potius me praesente dixissent . . .
sed quoniam adhuc praesens certamen . . . fugerunt, nunc . . . in meam con-
tionem prodeant et quo provocati a me venire noluerunt, revocati saltem
revertantur.
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év Oedrpy Tod "Obwvos épuBpllwy éavpirrer, oi & imwels dwéraBov

7 \ avs ~ ,0 8\ e -~ 3 ’ by ’
kpbre TOov @vdpa Aapmpds. Adbis 8¢ 6 Sijpos émérave 1oV cupLypdy,
k 3 ~ \ ’ > '\ , ’ A ’ 4
elra éxeivor Tov kpérov. 'Ex 8¢ Tovrov Tpamdmevor mpés dAAfAovs
éxpdvro Aodoplacs, xai 76 Oéarpov dxoouila xareixev. 'Emel 8 6 Kuxé-

* 0' ‘ \ ~ 3 ’ \ \ ~ > ~ L3 \
pwv ke wvhopevos kal Tov Sfjpov ékxakéoas mpos 16 Tijs ‘Ewvvols lepov
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émeripnae kol wapyvesey, dreAldvres adlis eis 16 QéaTpov éxpdTovy ToV
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Obwva Aaprpds xal mpds Tols imméas duddav érowotvro mepl TLpdv
kai 86fns Tod dwdpds.t

35. XIV. ‘H 8 wepl 7ov Karilivav cvvwpooia wrijfaca kai xara-

I3 \ 3 \ k4 3 ’ A ~ E) 7 \ ’
Seloaca v dpxyv adbfes dveBdppe, xal guvijyov dAAjAovs Kal mapexd-
Aovv ebToApdTepov drresbar Tdv mwpaypdrwv wplv émaverfetv Moumiiov
70 Aeydpevov imoorpépewv perd tis Suvdpews.? Mdhwora & Tov
Karhivay éqpébilov oi SdAha wdlar orparidrar, duamepuxdres pév
SAys tiis “Iralias, mA€ioTol 8¢ kai payipdTaror Tals Tuppyyiais éykare-

yé ’ 3 \ 4 \ 4 4 (3 ’

aomappévor wéleow, dpmayds wdlv kai dnopiices wAovrev éroipwy
dveporodotvres.?  Odror yap fyepdva MdAov &xovres, dvdpa TV
3 ~ < \ ’ /. Ié ~ ’ \
émpavids dmo SvAlg oTparevoapévwv, cvvicravro 1@ Karidive xal
mapijoay eis ‘Poungy cvvapxupeaidoovres. Ymwarelav yip adlis perpe
BePovrevpévos dvedelv Tov Kiképwva mepl adrov Tdv dpxatpedidv Tov
06pvBov.*

36. 'Eddxer 8¢ xai 16 OSapdmov wpooqpaivev td mpacodueva
gegpols xal xepavvols xal ¢pdopacw. Al 8 dn dvbpomrev upviceas
dAnleis piv foay, ovrre § els Eleyxov dmoxpdoar kar' dvdpds évddfov kal
Svvapévov péya T0b Karidiva.®

1 Plutarch’s authority, knowing that Cicero delivered a speech pro Otkone
in this year, erroneously connected it with the promulgation of Otho’s lex
theatralis, four years previous (67 B.c.). See p. 37 %.

2 It has been supposed that this motive, not elsewhere attributed to the
conspirators, was devised by Cicero, who in his Memosrs desired to compliment
Pompey. But this view is refuted by his cold reception of the long account of
the Conspiracy which Cicero sent to him (see p. 88), for Cicero would hardly
have been more complimentary to Pompey in a treatise intended for the
general public than in a personal letter addressed to him. Cp.ad fam. V. 7, 3.

3 (A) Sall. c. 26 ; Cic. 72 Cat. 11. 8, 20; Appian 5. C. I1. 2; Dio XXXVIL. 30,4.

4 (A) Sall. c. 26; Dio XXXVII. 29, 2.

5(A)én Cae. 111 8, 18 f.; de div. 1. 11, 17; II. 21, 47; Dio Cass.
XXXVIL g, 1..
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Tols 6pdoL Tov xivduvov. Oi & dyavdktovv kal cuveoTpédorvro mepl
2
abrdv xai Télos év tals ynjdois Tov pév Karhivay adfis e£éBalov,
eldovro 8¢ Sudavov Umarov kai Movpsjvar.’
38. XV. Ob moAAg & Torepov Tovrwv %8y T¢ Kariva rav &
’ ’ v ’ \ (3
Tuppyvia ovvepxopévoyv kai karahoxilopévoy kai Tijs wpiopéms mpos
» *
v éribecwy Ypépas Eyyls ovors, qrov émi Tyv Kuképwvos oixiav wepl
péoas vikras dvdpes oi mpdror kai Swvardraror ‘Pwpalwyv, Mdpros Te
Kpdooos kai Mdpkos MdpreAdos kai Skymiwv MéreAdos: kdpavres 8¢
N , . ’ \ A s s Y - \ ,
Tas Bipas kat xahéocavres Tov Qupwpov éxélevov éreyeipar kai Ppdoac
Kuxé \ ’, 3 A H 8 ’ vs 4 3 Kod \
wképove ™YY mapovaiay adrdv. v 8 rodvdet 10 Kpdooyp pera
8 ~ 3 A\ 3 8’8 € 0 ’ < \ 8 14 ] 0 ’
etrvov émorolds dmodidwawy 6 Bupwpds, ¥mé 81 Twos dvbpomov xout-
ofeloas dyvoorov, dAas dAdois émyeypappévas, atrg 8¢ Kpdoow plav
-
ddéomorov. “Hv pdvyyv dvayvols 6 Kpdooos, ds éppale To ypdppara
dovov yevyodpevov woddv S Karidiva kal mapyver Tiis mwolews dmwel-
~ ’ @
eMfeiv, Tas dAhas otk I\voer, AN’ jkev edfis mpos Tov Kiképwva whapyels
e A\ ~ ~ ’ ~ s’ 3 7 o A ’ ~
Yo Tod Sewvod xal Tt Tijs airias dwolvdpevos, yv &oxe dua piliav Tob
’ ’ s € ’ g Y e ’ \ ’
Kariiva. Bovlevadpevos odv 6 Kixépwy dp’ pépe BovAyy ovmjyaye,
kol Tas émoTolds xoploas dmédwkev ols foav émearalpévai, xeleoas
~ ~ A
davepiss dvayvivar. Tldoar & foav dpoiws émPovdyy Pppdlovear.

1 = novarum rerum cupidi. See p. 37.

2 (A) Cic. gro Mur. 25, 51 fi. duo corpora esse rei publicae: unum debile
infirmo capite, alterum firmum sine capite; huic si ita de se meritum esset,
caput se vivo non defuturum.

3 (A) Cic. Lc.; pro Sull. 18, 51; Sall. c. 26 (very brief); Dio XXXVII, 29,

3, Tols Te émirndelovs ouvverfryaye mwapeskevacuévovs dudvar oi . . . kal Odpaxa
.. . Um0 uév Ty éobfiTa, mapadalvwy d¢ aldrdv éfewlrndes, évedVoato . . . 8 Te
Spos dewds fryavdxrnoe . . . Kal ovTws vmarol Te Erepo ppéfnoav.

4 (D) Sall. c. 48 knows nothing of this nocturnal visit, but mentions the
name of the informer (Tarquinius), and is at pains to exculpate Crassus of any
complicity in the plot.
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XVI. ’Enei 8¢ ravryy laBov myv éfovelov 6 K:.xcpmv Td pév efw
mpdypara Kolvrgy Meré\o dieriorevae, Ty 8¢ wolw elxe dud xepos®
kat kaf’ fpuépav wpoyer Sopvdopoiperos i’ dvdpdy TosolTwy T6 wATfos,
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&yvo mpds Tov MdAAwov érl 76 orpdrevpa, Mdpkiov 8¢ kal Kélyyov* éxé-
Aevoe £l AafBovras éNOelv éml tas Ovpas Ewbev s domacopévovs Tov
Kiképwva xai Siaxpricacfur mpoomeadvras. Tobro PovABin,® yuviy Tdv
empaviy, éayyile 7¢ Kiépon, vuxrds éNfoioa kai Swekehevoapérm
durdrreaba Tods wepl Tov Keébyyov. O & frov dp’ qpépq, kai kwAv-
Oévres elaelbetv fyavikTovy kai kareBdwy émi Bipais, dore LrowrTdTepor
yevéabar.

IIpocAva 8 6 Kiképov éxdher Tyv o’v-yx)w,rov eis 70 Tob E-rqm.ov
Auds iepdv, ov Srdropa ‘Pwpaior xkadobow, iSpvuévov é&v dpxy Tiis iepds
6800 mpds 16 IlaAdriov dmdvrov. ’'Evraitfa xai tod Karidiva perd

Ay 3 ’ e 35 , ’ N S0\ e 7
Tév dA\Awv é\Bovros ws dmoloynoopévov, avykabicar pév oddels Iméueive
TOV guykAyrikdv,® dANL Tdvres dro Tod ﬁa’ﬂpov perirbov. ‘Apdpevos
8¢ Aéyeww éfopufBeiro, kai Télos dvaoras 6 Kuccpwv rpocerafcv av‘rwlron )
Tfs molews dmadldrrecfai-’ Sev yip adrod pév Adyois, éxelvov

1 According to *Sall. ¢. 30 L. Saenius, a senator, gave this information.
The chronological sequence of events in Sallust and Plutarch is also different.
Cp. Sibinga l.c. 97-112.

2 (A) Cic. in Cat. L. 2, 4; Sall. c. 29; Dio XXXVIL 31, 2; Liv. Perioch.
109; Caes. B. C. L. 5.

3 (A) Cic. ad fam. V. 2, 1, mihi tecum ita dispertitum officium fuisse in rei
publicae salute retinenda, ut ego urbem a domesticis insidiis . . . tu Italiam
et ab armatis hostibus et ab occulta coniuratione defenderes.

(D) * Sall. c. 30; App. 5. C. 11 3.

4 (D) * Cic. in Cat. 1. 4, 9; pro Sull. 6, 18. 19, 53; Sall. c. 28 ; App. B. C.
II. 3; Dio XXXVII. 32.

5 (D) * Cic. 72 Cat. l.c.; Sall. L.c.; App. lLc.

6 (A)in Cat. 1. 7,.16; 1. 6, 12; Sall. c. 31 C. dissimulandi causa aut sui
expurgandi . . . in senatum venit etc.

7(A)in Cat. 1. 5, 10. 9, 23; IL 1, 1; IIIL. 1, 3; éin Pis. 2, 5; but Dio
XXXVIIL 33 % yepovola rdv K. ueracrijvar &fnploaro.
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39. Aédyerai 8 kal Ty émikAnow adrg yevéolu Tov Sodpav &
alrias towavrys. ‘Ev tols kara SvAAav xpdvors Tapedwv cuxve Tév
Syppocivv xpypdrov drolece kol Siuédpbepev. 'Ayavaxrovvros 8¢ Tod
S¥Ma kal Adyov dmairotvros év T ovykhijte, mpoeAbv SAiydpuws
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TdAw 8¢ dikyy &€xwv xal dwapbeipas éviovs TdV dikaaTdv, émel Svol
povais dwéduye Yndois, iy mapavdlwpa yeyovévar 16 barépy xpiry
Sofév- dpretv yap €l xal pd yYnjdy pdvov dmeliby. )

Totrov dvra 77 $pioer TorovTov Kkextvyuévoy Imd Tob Karhiva mpoo-
Siéplepay érmior xevals Yevdoudvress xai yoyres émy memhaouéva xal
xpnopovs ddovres, ws ékx Tdv SuBvAdelwy® mwpodylotvras elpappévouvs
kJ ~ ‘P ’ K A’ ~ ’ * 8 ’ \ .8
elvaw 17 ‘Popy Kopyylovs Tpels povdpxovs, dv 8vo pév 78y merAnpo-
kévar 76 xpewv, Kivvay Te kal SvAhav, Tpire 8¢ Aourd Kopyyhiy éxelve
dépovra v povapxiov fkew Tov Saipova, xal detv wdvrws déxecfar kal
p) dadplelpev péddovra Tovs kawpovs domep Karidivas.”

17n Cat. 1. 5, 10, magno me metu liberabis, dummodo inter me atque te
murus intersit (and similarly 7z Caz. 1. 7, 16); but the antithesis (\éyous . . . 8xhots)
is not found in the Ciceronian passages.

2% (D) in Cat. 1I. 2, 4, parum comitatus; 12, 27; Sall. ¢. 32, cum paucis.
Plutarch throughout identifies the first and second Catilinian speeches !

3 (A) App. B. C. 11 3; Dio XXXVII. 33.

4 (A) Cic. pro Mur. 39, 84; in Car. 1L 5, 11; Sall. c. 36; Dio XXXVIL 33, 3.

5 The apocryphal character of the story is made evident by the fact that
the name Sura occurs much earlier, e.g. Liv. XXII. 31 (217 B.C.).

6 The same oracle is recorded in Cic. iz Cat. II1. 4, 9; Sall. c. 47 ; Liv.
Perioch. 102; Vell. Pat. II. 34; App. B. C. II. 2; Florus IV. 1,8, and alluded .
to by Dio XXXVII 34.

7 Perhaps a reference to the first Catilinian conspiracy.
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40. XVIIL. Otdtv odv émevder puxpov 6 Aévrdos 7 dopuov, AN
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éxdote diexdijpwoar,t ws 8 SAiyov moAAdv dydvTwy PAéyorro mavra-
X60ev § mwohis. TAMNov 8¢ Tods dxerois Eueldov éudpdéavres dmo-
opdrrew rovs Y8pevouévovs.’

Mparropévay 8¢ Tovrwy érvxov émdnuotvres 'AANoBpiywr® Yo’

’ » / \ ’ \ 4 \ ’
wpéoPes, éQvovs pdhiora 8y Tére TOVRPA mpdrTOVTOS KAl Papvvopévov

\ € ’ ’ L3 \ ’ b ’ € ’ \ \
v fyepoviav. Tovrouvs ol mept Aévrdov welipovs fyodpevor mpds T6
kunjoaw kai perafBalelv Ty Tadarlay émoujoavro ovwvepdras® Kai

’ \ 3 ~ Y \ 1] ~ / : ’ 8\ \ K ’
ypdppata pdv avrols wpos T éxel BovAy, ypdppara 8¢ wpos Karidivay
”80 9 ~ \ (3 4 M 3 0 ’ 10 A 8\ Kﬂ e
&ovav,’ ) pév vmoxvoipevor Ty érevlepilay,’® Tov 8¢ Karihivay rapaka-
Aovvres érevfepdoavra Tovs Sovdovs éri Tyv ‘Phpgy éAadvew.l'  Suy-
améorelhov 8¢ per’ abrdv wpos Tov Karlivav Tirov Twe Kporeovidryy

1 Cf. § 352 This statement is also found only here. Both passages point .
to an authority very friendly to Pompey as the w/tsmate source of the narra-
tive, possibly Livy.

2 * (D) Cic. #n Cat. I1L. 4, 10, Lentulo et aliis Saturnalibus caedem fieri
atque urbem incendi placeret, Cethego nimium id longum videretur; 7, 17.

3 * (D) én Cat. 111. 5, 10, Cethegus qui paulo ante aliquid tamen de gladizs et
sicis quae apud ipsum erant deprehensa, respondisset . . . se semper bonorum
ferramentorum studiosum fuisse; 3, 8. There is nothing corresponding to
this in Sall.

4 (D) *:in Cat. 1. 4,9; I11. 4, 8. 6, 14; pro Sull. 18, 52 f.; Sall. 43; App. B. C.
II. 3; Dio XXXVII. 34, 1, karampfigal e 76 dorv (a corrupt passage).

6 This detail is found only here.

¢ The Allobrogian incident is related by Cic. 7z Cas. I1I. 2, 4-5, 13; Sall.
C. 40-47; App. B. C. IL. 4. The coincidences are mostly quite unavoidable, -
and, in any case, completely neutralized by divergences in details.

7 Their number is not elsewhere recorded.

8 (A) Cic. Cat. 111. 2, 4; Sall. c. 40 is very circumstantial, but the revolt of
Gaul is not a part of the plan.

9 Cic. Lc., but not in Sallust.

10 (D) No such promise is mentioned by Cic. or Sall, but perhaps implied
in Cat. 111. g, 22.

11 (D) Cic. lc. IIL 4, 8, se habere ad Catilinam mandata et litteras, ut
servorum praesidio uleretur, ut ad urbem . . . cum exercitu accederet. This
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Kkal Aoyiopu@ vjpovre kai auvéce mepirt) ddkwy 6 Kiképwy, kai moAdods
pev Exwy éwlbey émoxomoivras Ta mparTipeva kai ovveliyvedovras adrd,
moMois 8¢ Thv peréyev Soxotvrwy Tijs cvvwpooias Swleyduevos kpida
kal moTedwy, dyvw TV mpds Tovs Lévous xowoloylav? kal vukrds éve-
Spedoas éhafe Tov Kporondryy xai 1& ypdupate ovvepyotvtwy ddjlws

~ ’ ’
Tov AAdofSpiywv.

XIX’B‘APYS,.’ A.\ )0’ 3 \Ato ’ €\

. "Apa & 7jpépa BovAyy dbpoicas eis 7o tijs ‘Opovolas iepov

3 ’, \ ’ \ ~ ~ 8 A 3 B 8\ \
avéyvo T4 ypdppara kai TOV pqrutdv Sujkovoe. ¢y 8¢ kai
Sihavos Tovwos dxyroévar Twvas Kebijyov Aéyovros, ws Jmarol e Tpels

\ \ ’ 3 . I 4 Towsd S e \
xal oTparyyol Térrapes dvapelofar péXdovor. owdTa & Erepa Kkal
Helowy, dvjp Urarwds, elofjyyeret Tdios 8¢ SovAwixios, els Tdv

~ 3\ \ s 7 0 \ ~ K 0 ’ M\ \ 3 3 ~
oTparyydv, érl Tiv oikiav mweppleis Tov Ke yov moMA& pv & adry
~ \ I \ s ’

Béry xal dmAa, mAciora 8¢ iy kal payaipas edpe veobikTovs drdoas.’
’ \ ~ ’ 7 » 3\ ’ ~ -~
Télos 8¢ ¢ Kporuwdry ymdioauéms ddeav éxi pypvice tis BovAijs

3 A} e ’ 3 ’ \ » 4 ~ \ 2 /.
éedeyxbeis 6 Aévthos drwpdoaro Ty dpxijv (oTpaTyydv yip érvyxave),
kal v wepumoppupov &v T Bovdy katabépevos Sujdafev éobira Ty
auppopd mpémovoar.® Obros pév odv kai ol oV adrg mapedobnoav eis
ddeapov Ppuvraryy Tols oTparyyots.’

41. "Hdy & éomépas ovonys xal 7o Sfjpmov wepipévovros dfpdov,

IIX e / \ ’ \ ~ ~ ’ \
(Dec. 3) mpoeABiv 6 Kiképwv, kai ppdoas 76 mpdypa Tols moliTars xal mpomep-

Pleis, mapfiAOev eis oikiav $pidov yervidrros,®

is followed by details which Plut. had given earlier (§ 39 oracle, § 40 burning
of the city), Lentulus being there represented as acting independently. In
Cic. and Sall. c. 44 these facts are stated as the confession of Volturcius, in
Plut. the latter’s evidence is associated only with the exposure of Lentulus.

1 % (D) Cic.L.c. 7" Volturcius ; Sallust: 7. Volturcsum quendam Crotoniensem ;
Appian: BovArolpkiov &vépa Kporwwdryyv; Florus: Volturcius. The name
given by Plut. is, therefore, not based upon Cic. or Sallust.

2 # (D) This is also completely at variance with Cic. l.c. and Sall. c. 41 (and
Appian). According to the latter, moreover, the ambassadors reveal the plot
to Q. Fabius Sanga, who in turn informs Cicero, but Sanga is not mentioned
either in Cic. or in Plutarch.

3 (D) According to Cic. Cat. IIL. 3, 7, he opened the letters in the presence
of witnesses defore submitting them to the Senate.

4 These details are not mentioned elsewhere.

5 * Agrees with Cic. Cat. 1I1. 3, 6. 5, 10 except as to the veofhkrovs dwrdoas.

6 (D) See p. 22. :

7 (D) * Sall. c. 47 Lentulus itemque ceteri in liberis custodiis habeantur.
Five custodians are mentioned, but there is no praetor among them !

8 This fact is not elsewhere mentioned.
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43. ‘H 8 Tepevrin (xai yap 008 dAAas fv mpaeld Tis 008 droApos
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1 On this prodigy and the deliberations of Cicero, see p. 18. The latter
are attributed to him by Sall. c. 46 on the eve of the exposure, and he ignores
the alleged portent: anxius erat, dubitans, in maxumo scelere tantis civibus
deprehensis, quid facto opus esset; poenam illorum sibi oneri, impunitatem
perdundae rei publicae fore credebat. [gitur confirmato animo vocari ad sese
iubet Lentulum etc. Sallust does not state the reason for this ¢ confirmatio
animi.’ Did he perhaps have in mind the alleged omen? If so, his well-
known radical views on the subject of prodigia might have been the cause for
not mentioning it.

2 Wherever this remark may have been made, it cannot have occurred in
the vwéurnua Tis vmrarelas for the reasons given on p-19 f. Hence the entire
story cannot have been taken by Plut. from this source.

8 (D) On the other hand, Cicero (iz Cat. IV. 2, 3) says she was cxani-
malta.
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44. polws 8¢ xai Koivros 6 ddeAdpos! xai v dwd Ppogodias
éraipov Iomrhos Nuyidios,? & Ta mAelora xai péyora wapd tés wolire-
xas éxpijro mpdfets.

45. Ty & dorepain yevopdvov & ovyshire Adywv wepi Tipwplas
Tov dvdpdv,® 6 mplTos épwrnbels yvopyy Saves elme Ty éoxdryy
Sikny Sovvu wpooikew dxfévras eis 7o Seopwripov. Kal mpogerfevro
rovre wdvres épelijs puéxpt * Talov Kaloapos Tob perd ravra Suxrdropos
yevopévou.

46. Tore 8 véos &y & xal Tas mpdras Ixwv Tis adbijoews dpxds,
70y 8¢ T molTeln kai Tals éAwiow eis éxelmy Ty 68ov duBeByxas, 1)
7a ‘Popaiwv es povapxiav peréornoe mpdypara, Tods pév dAlovs
dviave,® 7 8& Kiképwwe wodAds pév dmoyias,® Aafyy & oddeuiav eis
é\eyxov mapédokev, dAANG kai AeydvTwy fiv éviwy dovew, ws éyyvs ENObv
dAdvar diexdpiyor Tov dvdpa. Tuvés 8¢ Ppaot” mapdelv éxdvra xal
mapaluely Ty Kkar’ éxelvov pijvvow Gife Tév Pilev adrob kai Tijs
Svvdpews: mavrt yip elvar wpddylov, Gt pdldlov dv éxeivor yévowro
mpocbixy Kaloap. cwryplas 4 Kaioap éxeivos xoldoews.

47. XXI. Emel & olv 7 yvduy wepujAlev els avrdy, dvaoras
dmedrvaro py Gavarodv Tois dvdpas, dAAa Tas odolas elvau Sypocias,
adrovs & draxbévras els wodas tis Iralias, ds &v 8ok Kiképow®
Typetofar dedepévovs, dxpL dv oY xaramolepunly Karlvas.! Odoys 8¢

1 This is not confirmed by any extant utterances of Cicero and may have
been based upon the de petitione consulatus.

2 Cp. Plut. An seni sit ger. 27 Kiépwy adrds wporbyer 7& xdA\\wra xal
uéyiora TOv ovpPovhevudTwy ols Spfds évvmwarebwy THY watplda Siéocwie perd
IomwNov Nuyidlov Tod @ihosbpov ovvfeivar. This exaggerated eulogy of one of
Cicero’s collaborators in crushing the conspiracy is quite un-Ciceronian. Cp. ad
Jfam. (ad Nigidium) IV. 13, 2, per me quondam te socio defensa res publica.
The second-hand character of the passage seems indicated by the smperfect.

3 Cp. Cic. #n Cat. IV; Sall. c. 50-52; Vell. Pat. IL. 35, 1; Plut. Caz.
Min. 22; App. B. C. 11. 5f.; Dio XXXVIL 35f.; Florus IV. 1, 1o.

4 Cp. p. 23

6 Cp. Suet. Caes. 9, Cicero in quadam ad Axium epistola referens, Cae-
sarem in consulatu confirmasse regnum de quo aedilis cogitarat.

6 Sall. c. 49 defends Casar against the charge. It is repeated by Plut.
Crass. 15; and Suet. Caes. g (the first conspiracy). 14. 7 (A) Plut. Caes. 7.

8 This is not expressly mentioned in Cic. or Sall. but in App. B. C. II. 6.
On the other hand, they record some parts of Casar’s motion not found in
Plutarch.

9 (A) App. B. C. I1. 6 uéxp. Kari\iva katamroleunfévros.

(D) Cic. Cat. IV vincula . . . et ea sempiterna etc.; Sall. c. 51 in vinculis
habendos per municipia quae maxime opibus valent, neu quis de his postea
ad senatum referat etc.
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1 (D) This passage shows that Plut. never read the 4th Catilinian.

2 As the original could have left no doubt as to his meaning (cp. Sall.
¢. 51), this quibble cannot be authentic. It is again mentioned in Plut. Caz
Min. 22 and in Suet. Caes. 14, tantum metum iniecit asperiora suadentibus . . .
ut Decimum Silanum . . . non piguerit sententiam suam . . . interpretatione
lenire velut gravius atque ipse sensisset exceptam. Here, as in § 46 5, Plutarch
and Suetonius are the on/y authorities for these details. According to Sall.
c. 50, Silanus merely changed his vote permotus oratione C. Caesaris.

3 He is mentioned at the head of a long list of men who advocated the
death penalty before Cato. Cp. Cic. ad 4#. XII. 21, 1.

4 S0 App. B. C. l.c. cagds dvaxaNorrwy Ty é Tov Kaloapa tmoylar.

5 Cp. ad Att. l.c.; Sall c. 53; Suet. Caes. 14.

¢ This incident is related only in Plutarch.

7 The same error as in § 407, p. 82. Sall. c. 55 says that the condemned
conspirators, with the exception of Lentulus, were taken to prison per prae-
tores, but App. B. C. I1. 6 &acrov alrdy 6 Kixépwy és 78 dequwripiov perayaydy.

8 Sall. l.c. ipse, praesidiis dispositis, in carcerem deducit.

in Cat.
Iv
(Lec B)
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aepvids dndvros: &v ol mAloror roNépovs Te kaTewpyaouévoL peydiovs
xal 8id OpudpPuv eloehylaxdres xal mpookextnuévor yiv xal Odiarray
obk SAiyny éBd8ilov dvopoloyoiuevor mpos dAAjAovs, Todlols piv TdV
ToTe fyepdvov kal oTparyydv wholrov kal Aadvpwy kal Suvdpews xdpw
Speldew Tov ‘Popaiwv Sfjpov, dopalelas 8¢ kal coryplas évi pdve Kuké-
powvi, TyAwkovToy ddeldvT kol Togoiroy adrod xivduvov.? OD yap 7o
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1 This graphic description is unquestionably of one piece and hence neces-
sarily taken from one and the same authority, highly favorable to Cicero. But
that this source was the Vwduvnpua, as is universally assumed, is refuted by
#moav, which clearly proves that Plutarch read the word wixerunt in a Latin
narrative, in which he must also have found the explanation of the euphemism.
That Appian, though he exhibits many noteworthy coincidences with Plutarch
in these particular chapters, did not consult this biography or a common third
source, is made evident by the words: Tois év dyop@ wapodedwy érfunver, 8¢
Tefvdaey.

2 ad Att. I1X. 10, 3, me quem nonnulli conservatorem istius urbis, quem
parentem esse dixerunt; Iuv. VIII. 243 Roma parentem, Roma patrem patriae
Ciceronem libera dixit; App. B. C. IL. 7 énl épyp 84 arbparos #i» xal cwrihp
é36xer weppavds dwroNvuévy 79 waTplde yevéolar, xdpirés Te foav adT@ wapd THy
éxxAnolav xal edpnulac wowihat.

8 Esp. #n Cat. IV. 10, 21, sit Scipio ille clarus . . . Paullus . . . Marius . ..
Pompeius . . . erit inter horum laudes aliquid loci nostrae gloriae etc.
4+ E.g. Cic. #z Cat. IIl. 10, 23, erepti estis ex crudelissimo . . . interitu,

erepti sine caede, sine sanguine, sine exercitu, sine dimicatione, togati me
uno togato duce et imperatore vicistis. 6, 15; pro Flacco 40, 102; Phil. XIV.
8, 24.
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50. Kai yip tov Karidivav oi mAeloro. Tdv cuveppunkoTwy mpos
adTov dpe 7@ mvbéobu Ta wepi Aévrdov xai Kédnyov éykaralimdvres
@xovro-! kal pera 1Oy cuppepernkéTwv adrd Swywwioduevos mpos
» ’ ) _ 7 ’ N \ ’ 8 2
Avrdviov adros Te Siepfdpy kal 16 oTpardmedov.

51. XXIIL. O pyv dAX’ foav of 7ov Kiképwva mapeaxevacpévor
kai Aéyev éri Tovrois xal woiely kakids, éxovres fyeudvas TV eis TO
pé\dov dpxdvrov Kaioapa pv orparyyoivra, Mérehdov 8¢ xai Byoriav
Sypapxotvras.® O v dpxyv wapaafBdvres, ére Tov Kiképwvos fuépas
d\lyas dpxovros, odx elwv Snpuyyopelv adrdv, dAN Imip Tav éuBélwy
Bdbpa Oévres ob mapleaav obdd émérpemov Aéyew, AN’ Exélevov, € Bod-
Aowro, pdvov wepi Tis dpxiis dmopdoavra karaPBaivew. Kdkevos érl
Tovrois ws Spbowy mwpoAle: Kal yevouérs adrd cuwmis duvver od Tov

4 ; )  y z \ \ v s \ ’ \
wdrpiov, GAN’ {8iév Tiva Kal kawdv Spov, ) v cecwxévay Ty watpida
kal Sarerngpykévar Ty fyepoviav. Emapvve 8 tov Sprov adrd ovpmas
6 djpos.t 'E¢’ ols &re pallov & re Kaloap ol e Sjpapyor xalemai-
vovres dAas Te 7¢ Kiképwwe Tapaxas éunxavdvro, kal vépos v’ adrav

~ G ~ ~ L3
elorjyero kakely Iopmijiov perd 7is orpatids, ws &) ketaldoovra oy
Kiképwvos Svvaoreiar.’

1 (A) Sall. c. 57 postquam in castra nuntius pervenit . . . de Lentulo et
Cethego ceterisque . . . supplicium sumptum, plerique quos ad bellum spes
rapinarum aut novarum rerum studium illexerat, dilabuntur. Dio Cass.
XXXVII. 39 émel 8¢ éxetvby e dwohwhbéra éwrblfero xal T&v guvbvrwy ol ouywods
peburrauévous 8id Tobr fobero etc.

2 Sall. c. 57-61; App. B. C. IL. 7; Dio Cass. XXXVII. 39.

8 (A) pro Sestio §, 11, tribunorum plebis novorum, qui tum extremis
diebus consulatus mei res eas quas gesseram vexare cupiebant, and Schol.
Bob. ad loc. .

(D) Sall. c. 43 correctly speaks of the oppostion of Bestia at an earlier
period: L. Bestia, tribunus plebis, contione habita, quereretur de actionibus
Ciceronis etc. The two tribunes for 62 were Metellus and Cato (see below).
Bestia was tribune in 63, and had nothing to do with the incident of the oath.

(A) ad fam. V. 2, 6, quem (sc. Metellum) ego cum comperissem omnem sui
tribunatus conatum in meam perniciem parare atque meditari.

tad fam. V. 2, 7, cum ille (Metellus) mihi nihil, nisi ut iurarem, permit-
teret, magna voce iuravi verissimum pulcherrimumque jusiurandum quod
populus item magna voce me vere iurasse iuravit; 7z P#s. 3, 6, cum in contione
abiens magistratu dicere a #riduno pl. prohiberer quae constitueram, cumque
is mihi tantum modo ut iurarem permitteret, sine ulla dubitatione iuravi rem
publicam atque hanc urbem mea unius opera esse salvam, populus Romanus . . .
meum iusiurandum . . . approbavit; de rep. 1. 4, 7; Dio XXXVII. 38, 1.

5 Plut. Cat. Min. 26 f. This law is not mentioned elsewhere, nor do we
hear of Czsar’s opposition to Cicero at this time (cf. Dio XXX VII. 11), but cp.
pro Sull. 7, 21, hic ait se ille regnum meum ferre non posse . . . consulatus,

Dec. 239
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AXN' 7y 6gedos péya 7@ Kixépow kal wdoy 1)) mole Sppapxdv Tére
’ \ 3 ¥
Kdrwv kai Tols éxelvov moliredpaoiy drn’ lons pev éfovaias, pellovos 8¢
86éys dvriragodpevos. Td Te yap dAha padiws Evoe, xkai Ty Kuxé-
pwvos Ymatelay ovTws fpe TG Adyw peydAyy Spuyyopigas, dore Tiuds
abrg Tdv momore peyiotas ympicacbar® kal mpocayopetoar warépa
'8 ’ \ k] 2 8 -~ ~ 0 ’ s 3\
marpidos. Ilpure yap ékelvy Sokel Todro skabvmdpfar, Kdrwvos adrov
ovTws év T¢ dijuw mpocayopevoavros.?
52. XXIV. Kai péyworov pev loxvoev év 75 moder Tdre, mollols
8’ 37 0 3 \ 3 ’ 3 )8 \ » ~ -~ 8» 3 ~
éridpbovoy éavrov érolyoev am oddevos épyov wovnpod, ¢ & émaively
3\ \ 4 3\ e \ 3 \ ~ ’ ¥ \
del kal peyadivew adrds éavrdv dmd moAADY Svaxepavdpevos. Oire yap
BovAyy ovre juov ovre dikaoTiipiov Gy guvebely, év ¢ pi) Karhivay
&e Bpulodpevoy dkodaar kal Aévriov.®
'AMa kal ta BifAila Televrdv kaTémAyoe xal T4 ovy-
ypdppara Tdv éykoplwv-* xai Tov Adyov dwoTov Svra xai xdpw
éxovra wAeloryy éraxfy kai popTikdv émolyoe Tols drpowpévois,® domep
Twos del knpds adr@ Tijs dydias Tavrys wpocovoys. .
'O 8’ Ig 4 £ 4 A ’ ’, 3 'M ~
pws 8¢, kalmep ovTws dkpdTe hoTipuin ouvdy, dmjAlaxro Tod
-~ e 7 6 3 , A 3 ~ 0y \ € A \ \ >
Pboveiv érépous,” dpbovidraros dv év T Tods mpd adrod kal Tovs xad

credo, mei etc.; in Vat. 9, 23, qui nos . . . tyrannos vocas ; ad A¢t. 1. 16, 10,
quousque, inquit (sc. Clodius), hunc regem feremus? s Cas. I. 9, 22. 11, 28.

1 ad fam. (ad Catonem) XV. 4, 11.

2 Cp.§ 492; Plin. V. A. VIL. 30, 31, Salve (M. Tulli) primus omnium parens
patriae appellate. App. B. C. I1. 7, Kdrwros 3’ airdv xal warépa tfis warpldos
mposayopebaavros, éwefbnaey b Sfuos. xal Soxel Tio v e § edpnula drd Kixépw-
vos dpfapméyn. According to Cic. pro Sest. 57, 121; in Pis. 3, 6, Q. Catulus
bestowed the title upon him in the sezaz. He nowhere mentions Cato in con-
nection with it, nor does he say that he was the first who was so honored. Inpro
Rab. 10, 27 it is applied to Marius, by Liv. I. 16 to Romulus, V. 49 to Camillus.

3 (A) Brut. ad A#. 1. 17, 1, non omnibus horis iactamus Idus Martias,
similiter atque ille Nonas Decembres suas in ore habet ; * Sen. de érev. vit. 5, 1;
Dio Cass. XXXVII. 38; XXXVIIIL 12.

4 (A) See p. 39 and e.g. pro Sull. 9, 26. 11, 33. 29, 82; in Pis. 1, 3. 3, 7;
Phil. 11. 5, 11; pro Flacco 40, 102 in Cat. 1IL 11, 26; IV. 10, 20ff.; ad
At 1. 19, 6; de dom. 35, 93.

5 (A) Schol. Bob. pro Planc. p. 270 epistolam non mediocrem ad instar
voluminis scriptam quam Pompeio in Asiam de rebus suis in consulatu gestis
miserat Cicero, aliquanto, ut videbatur, insolentius scriptam ut Pompei stoma-
chum non mediocriter commoveret quod quadam superbiore iactantia omnibus
se gloriosis ducibus anteponeret.

6 (A) Cic. Phil. X. 1, 1, declarasti . . . quod ego semper sensi neminem
alterius qui suae confideret, virtuti invidere.

(D) Tac. D7al. 25 et ipsum Ciceronem credo solitos et invidere et livore
. . . adfici.
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avrov dvdpas éyxwmdlew, ws éx TOV cuyypappdrwv AaBely éoTe
MMoAAa & adrod xal dropvyuovedovoiy- olov mepi 'Aptororélovs,
o , N ¥ ez 1 \ L 7oy IING 8 ’, e
o1e xpvaiov morapuds ey péovros,! kal wepl Tdv IMAdrwvos Swehdywy, s

~ , > ’ ~ , o , 2 \ \ ,
r0b Auls, € Adyw xpijofar mépuxev, ovrw Saleyouévov.? Tov 8¢ @es-

X , - \ A
bpacrov civbe Tpupyy diav dmokakev.® Tlepi 8¢ Tdv Anuocbhévovs
Adyov éporybels, tiva Boxoin kdAAioTov evar, Tov péyigrov elmet

Kalro. Tivés tdv wpoomoovpévey Snpoclevilew émidpiovrar dpuvy
100 Kiképwvos, fv mpds Twe 1dv éraipwv Eynxev év émioTody
vpdyas, énaxod Tdv Adywv dmovvordleav Tov Anmoclém-® Tav &
peydAov xai bavpacrav éraivev, ols modlaxod® ypijrar wepl

~ a
70D dvdpds, kal d7i mepl ovs pdAiora TOV Blwv éomovdace Adywv,
Tovs kar' "Avroviov, B\irmicods éméypaey, duvyupovodae.

Toyv 8¢ xat adrdv évddfwv dwo Adyov kai codlas odx
b4 3 8 ’ a 3 k] ’ k) 8 ’ ke A ’ k.3
éoriv oddels, Ov odx émoinoev &vdofdTepov 3 Aéywv j
ypdpowv edpevis Tepl éxdorov.

’ \ -~ ~ ’ \ € ’ ’
Kparirme 8 ¢ Hepimaryricg &cﬂpafa'ro uév Popaiep ycve(r&u
\ ’ v 4 ’ \ N\ 3 ’ ’ 4

mapa Kaloapos dpxovros 8y, Siempdfaro 8¢ ryv &£ 'Apelov wdyov
BovAyy ympiloachar kai denbijvar péverv adrov év "Abjvas xal Saké-
yeobar Tols véois ws koapodvra Ty ol

’Exiorolal 8¢ wapa 1od Kiképwrvos elol mpos Hpadyy,
érepac 8¢ wpos Tov vidy,” éyxedevopévov avudirocodely Kparirmo.

45-44
B.C.

’, '\ \ e’ ’ ’ 9 < \ \ ’ s
Topylav 8 Tov priropa altid mevos els jdovas kal wérovs wpodyew

75 pepdkioy drelavver Tijs ouvovaias adTov.?
Kal oxedov adry 7€ 7édv ‘EAAyrikdyv pia xal Sevrépa mpos
i ’A \ B Z , 3 3 ~ ’, N \ T ’ 8
éloma 1ov Bvldvriov & Spyy Tun yéyparrar, Tov pév Topylav
~ » A ~ *
abdrod mpoonkdvTws émkdmTOVTOS, €imep v Patros kal dxdlaoTos, fTep
éddket, mpods 8¢ 7ov Ilédoma pikpoloyovpévov kal pepypoipodvros

1 (A) Cic. Acad. Prior 11. 38, 119, veniet flumen orationis aureum fundens
Aristoteles.

2 (A) Cic. Brut. 31, 121, Iovem sic, aiunt philosophi, si Graece loquatur, loqui.

3 Not found among the extant references to Theophrastus in Cicero.

4 (D) Plin. £pist. 1. 2o applies this to Cicero himself: cuius oratio optima
JSertur esse quae maxima. .

5 Cp. p. 40 and Quint. XII 1, 22, neque ipsi Ciceroni D. videtur satis esse
perfectus quem dormitare interdum dicit; Cic. Orat. 29, 104, ut usque eo . . .
morosi simus ut nobis non satisfaciat ipse Demosthenes.

6 E.g. Brut. 9, 56. 37.84; Orat. 2.7.26. 31. 70 ; de opt. gen. 2.'5; Tusc. Disp.
V. 36; ad A#t. XV. 1 b,

7 (A) Not extant, but cp. ad fam. X1I. 16 (Trebonius ad Cic.); XVI. 21, 3 ff.
(Cic. M. F. ad Tironem). ’

8 (A) ad fam. XVL 21, 6, omnia postposui, dummodo praeceptis patris
parerem, dwapphdnv enim scripserat, ut eum dimitterem statim.
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dowep dueljoavra Tiuds Twas adtd kai Ymdiopara waps Bulavriov
yevéabar.

XXV. Tabrd te &) $ikdripa, xal 76 moddwis émaipopevov Tod
Adyov 75 Sewdryri TO mpémov mpoteafar.
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53. 'Movvarip pév ydp mwore cuwpyopiioas, ws droduyby v Sixyy
2 ~ N7 3 ~ 3 ~ v ’ ~ < 9
éxeivos &diwkev éraipov adrod Safivov, ovrw Aéyerar mpowegely Hr
3 ~ € ’ v s 3 ~ 13 A \ 3 7 k3 ’ AY 8[
dpyis 6 Kixépwy, dor’ eimelv: “ 3 yop éxelvyv, & Movvdrie, iv Sixqy
dméduyes dia gavrdy, odk éuod woAd oxdros &v pwrl TG 8 {

vyes dua y pot wolV oxdros 7@ Oukaorypie
’
wepuyéavros; !
Mdpkov 8 Kpdooov éykopd{wv dmd rod Biuaros edmuéonoe, xal
nel qpépas adbis SAlyas Nowdopdv adrdv, ws éxeivos elmev, “Ob yap
’
évradfa mpdyy adrds gpds émjves;” “Nal” o, “pedérys vexey
yopvdlwv rov Adyov eis davAqgy vwébeswv.”
1 ’ ’ ~ ’ ya ’ } I ’ s’

Eirdvros 8¢ more Tod Kpdoaov undéva Kpdoaov é&v ‘Pauy BeBrwxévar

’ [ I'g ,0’ v 3 ’ N ’ 13 ’ 8’
paxpdrepov éfnrovraerias, e’ Sorepov dpvovpévov kal Aéyovros, ¢ T¢
dv éyd mafbv Tovr’ emov; ” “"Hidess,” &y, * ‘Popalovs §8éws drovoo-

’ 1S a3 ’ ” ’
pévovs kal Sia TodT Edmpaydyes.

'Apéoxeabfar 8¢ Tob Kpdooov 7ols Srwikols ¢ujoavros, §ri wAovoiov
elvar Tov dyafdv dmopaivovaw, ““Opa, uiy udAlov,” erev, “ i wdvra Tod
godod Aéyovaw elvar.”  AweBdAlero 8 els Pphapyvplav 6 Kpdooos.

’Erel 8¢ tod Kpdoogov rév walduv 6 &repos "Aély Twi Soxdv Spoios

k \ \ ~ ~ \ ’ ? \ 3\ ~ ’
elvar kal 8id Tobro T uyTpl wpoorpBopevos aloxpav éwi TG Aélw
SwaBoyy ebdoxiunae Adyov év Bovly) SedBiv, épwrnbeis & Kixépow, i
daiverar [adrg,] “"Afios,” elre, “ Kpdooov.” '

XXVI. Méawv 8 Kpdaoos els Svplav draiperv éBovAero rov Kixé-
pova paldov adrd Gidov § éxbpov evar: kal podpovoipevos Edy

/ ~ AP ) 3 2, ’ 2 I
Bovrealas Secrvijoar map’ adTG - Kkdxeivos vmedéfato mpobvpws. OAlyas
& Vorepov fuépais mepl Barwiov Pidwv Twdv évrvyxavévrev ds
pvopévov Swddoess kal Pudiav (v yap éxBpds), “ Ob djmov xai Bari-
wos,” elwe, “ demvijoas map’ éuoi Bovherar;”’ Tpds pév odv Kpdoaov
Towovros.?

Adrov 8¢ Tov Bariviov Exovra yoipddas év 7§ TpaxAe xal Aéyovra
8ikyv oldodvra priropa mpooeirer.® ‘Axovoas 8 Ori TéOvyrey, elra

1 (D) Quint. II. 17, Cicero se tenebras offudisse 7% causa Cluentis gloriatus
est. Such divergences (see below p. 913), the vagueness of & 7wt dlkp (three
times), the censorious object which these witticisms are made to subserve (§ 54),
and the fact that not one of them is found in Cicero’s extant writings, seem to.
me to preclude Tiro’s de socis Ciceronis as Plutarch’s source for c. 25-27.
Cp. p. 352

2 On Cicero’s relations to Crassus and Vatinius see ad fam. 1.9, 19f. V. 19 f.

8 (A) See above § 32.
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6 Yevodpevos.”
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Tols oTpatidTars woAlol pév Edvoxépawov &v T3 Bovdy, Aeixios
TéAos 6pod 11 mpeafiraros dv emev, ws ob yemjoerar TovTo {Gyvros

3 ~ ’ ”» t 3 K ’ “ \ \ £ 3~
abdrod, “Iepipeivoper,” elmev 6 Kixépwv, “pakpav yap odk airetra
TéAios vmépfeawy.”?

* ’ ? sos 7 » 2 4 a \ -~

Hy 8¢ 7is 'Oxraovios airiay &xwv éx AuBins yeyovévac: wpos TovrTov
&v Tove 8lky Méyovra Tod Kiképwvos py éaxove, “Kal uyv odx éxes,”
elme, “ 70 ods drpvmyrov.”’?

Merélov 8¢ Nérwros elrdvros, 81t mheiovas katapapTupdy dvyjpykey
L) ~ ’ 13 Co A. ~ ’ ¥ “ 7 3 13 \ AI A
) Tuvyyopdv céocwkey, “ ‘Oupoloyd ydp,” édy, “ wiorews év éuol whéov 4
Sewdryros elvar.”

Neaviokov 8¢ Tivos airiav éxovros év mwAakobvre ¢pdppakov 7§ warpl

’ ’ \ 3 9, "4 by ’
dedwxévar Opacvvopévov kai Aéyovros, 8ri Aodoprioer Tov Kixépwva,
“Tovro,” &by, “maps god Povlopar pdllov 7 mwAaxoivra.”

IlorAiov 8¢ Zmoriov ovnjyopov piv avtov év Tuve 8iky mapade-

’ » ¢ 2 toa Ay . 2 ’ \ \ ’
Bovros ped’ érépwy, atrod 8¢ mdvra BovAopévov Aéyew kai undevi mapiévros
elmely, s Sos v diéuevos tmo T SukacTdv 8y Tijs Yrjdov Pepousvys -
«Xpb orjuepov”’, &by, «“ 16 katp, InjoTie: pileasyap adpiov Biorys elvac.”

\ ’ ’ » ’ - ~

IémMov 8¢ Kovarav voukov elvar BovAduevov, dvra 8 duaby xal dgu,
mpds Twa Sl éxdheae pdprupa. Tob 8¢ undev eidévar pdoxovros, “ Iows,”
¥ « & -~ \ ~ ~ k] ~ &L 9
&g, « Bokels mepl 7OV vouukdy épwraobar.

MeréAdov 8¢ Nérwros év dunpopd Tot moAddxes Aéyovros, < Tis aob marp
éotw; 7 6 Kiképwy, « Zoi tavry,” &y, “mpv dmdxpiow 4 wijryp yaderw-
Tépay éroinoev.” Eddxe. 8 dxdraoros 4 wiryp evar Tod Nérwros, adros
8¢ Tuis ebperdBolos.

Ka! wore Ty Snpapxiav drolmiw dpvw wpos Iopmiiov éérlevoey eis
Svpiay, dr’ éxelfev émavijAlev dloydTepov. @dyas & Pidaypov? Tov xaby-
vy émpeléoTepoy éméoTyoev atrod T¢ Tddw kdpaka Alfwov. Kai &
Kuxépwy « Todr',” &py, « codpwrepov émoinoas: méreabar ydp oe padlov 7
Aéyew éd(8afer.”

"Emel 8 Mdpxos "Anrmos &v Tive 8iky mpooymaldpevos elre pidov adrod
Sedzijobu maproxelv émpédaay kil Aoywdryra kal wiotw, “Ef odrws,”
épn, « adnpods yéyovas dvBpwmos, doTe undev ék TooolTwy Gv frjcaro
Pilos mapaoyeiv;”

54. XXVII. To uév olv mpos éxfpods 7 dvridikovs oxdppact xpijobou
mikporépors Bokel pyropukov evar 16 8 ois Eruxe mpooxpovew Evexa Tob

1 For two similar jests of Cicero, cp. Quint. VI. 3, 68. 84.
2 (A) Macrob. Satur. VII. 3, 7; Plut. Symp. 2, 4.
8 In Plut. Apophth. 7, Diodotus takes the place of Philagrus.
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yeolov woAV owijye pioos adrg. Tpdyw 8¢ kal TovTwy 4Aiyal
Mdprov "Axvivioy Eovra 8vo yauBpods puvyddas "Adpaotov ExdAer.

Aevxiov 8¢ Kérra mpnruapy Exovros dpxifv, prhowordrov 8’ dvros, trra-
Telav periov 6 Kixépwy édiymae, xai tdv pidwv xikke mepordyrwv, bs
&mwey, ’Op0€ts poBeiole,” elme, “ 1} pou yévorro xakeros & Tyuyris STi
'Us(l)p WLV(I)

Buxwvip 8’ dmravrjoas a-yov-n. pel’ éavrod Tpels duopdordras Bvyarépas
av«ﬁﬂeyfafo,

« Poiflov wor’ otk édvros éoTepey Téxva.”

Médpkov 8¢ Teldiov Soxotvros olx é éevbépwy yeyovévar, Aapmpd 8
Pov) xal ;wyci)u; 7pdme 1rp2>s v ovykhyrov éavayvivros, « M) Bavud-
Lere,” e, « xal adros els éori TOV avmrctﬁmw,xofwv

"Enel 8¢ Padoros 6 SvAa Tod ;wva.px’r]auvros* é&v Pw/.m kai woAAovs éml
Oavdry mwpoypdyavros év Savelors yevdpevos kai mOAAL Tijs ovoias Swoma-
Grjoas drdpriov wpocypaye, Tavryy Edy pdAdoy adrd Ty mpoypadiy dpérkew
# ™ matpdar.

§5. XXVIII. "Ex rodrwy éyivero moAots émaxbhjs-

kai of perd Khwdiov owéorpoav éx’ adrov dpxyv Towdryy Aafdvres.?
*Hv K\abdios dvijp ebyerijs, 1) pev jhixia. véos, 74 & dpovijpuare Opacvs xal
adfddys. Obros? épdv IMopmylas Ths Kalsapos yvvaukos els v oixiav
abrod mapeofiAfe kpida, AaPBhy éobijra xal oxkevyy Yalrpias.t vov yap
aof yvvaikes T)v dmdppyrov éxedvyy kai dBéatov dvdpdor Gvolav év T Tob
Kmfaapos oixia, xal mapijy dmjp ovdels: dANG ,u.apcixwv dv & kol ,n}mn
'yiveunv 6 Khddios fAmle Av,«reo'eal, Swdds mpos Ty Ho;m-rluw pera TOV
yovouxdy. Qs &8 eun,)\@e vukTos els olkiav peydAny, 7 1,1ropeu-o TOV 8168wy *
kai whavopevoy avrov ovoa Adpylias Oeparawis Tis Kaloapos pyrpds
yoev dvopa.  BOéyéachar 8 dvaykachévros éxelvov kol rjoavros dxé-
Aovfov Toparryias Lyreiv *ABpav Tolvopa, ovveloa Ty pwviy oV yuvakeiay
odoay dvéxpaye kai ovvexdAew Tas yuvaikas. Al 8’ dwoxkAelcacar Tas %pas
xal wdvra Suepevvipevar AapBdvovor® Tov KAddiov es olkypa madioxys,

1 Some of these jests were probably spurious. Cp. Cic. ad fam. VIL. 32, 2;
IX. 3ff.

2 On the Clodian Episode (ch. 28-35) in general, cp. Cic. ad 4#. 1. I1; ad
Quint. 1. 11; pro Mil., pro Sestio, pro Caclio, de domo, orat. cum pop. grat.;
Dio Cass. XXXVIIL 45f. 51; XXXVIIL 12-30; XXXIX. 6-12.19~23. 29—40.
44-57. I note only important divergences or such passages as are peculiar to
Plutarch or significant.

3ad Aut. 1. 12 £.; de dom. 40, 105; de harusp. 5,8 ; Ascon. in AMil. p. 52;
Dio XXXVII. 45. For the details Plut. is our only authority.

4 pro Sest. 54, 116, qui in mulierum coetum pro psaltria adducitur.

5 (D) Contradicted by Cic. ad 4¢. 1. 12, 4, per manus servulae servatum et
eductum ; de harusp. 21, 44.
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7} oweoijAle, xatamepevyéra. Tod 8& mpdyparos mepifBorjrov yevouévov
Kaiodp te v Mopmylay ddfike! kal . . . dikyv doefeias dweypdyaro T¢
Kwdiv.

56. XXIX. Kuépwv 8" v ptv avrod Ppidos xai tdv mepl Karivay
wparTopévwy éxpiito mpoblupordry ouvepyd kai PvAakt Tob odparos,?
ioxvpulopévov 8 mpos To EyxAqpa TG pnde yeyovévar kat éxeivov év ‘Puuy
Tov Xxpdvov, dAN" év Tols moppuTdTw xwpiors SwaTpiBew, KarepapTipnoey bs
drypévov mpds avTov -oikade kol Seheypévou mwepl Twwy - dmep fv dAnhés.
OF puyv €36kew paprvpev & Kiképwy 8 mpv dAijlerav, dAAG mpds Ty avrod
ywvaika Tepevriav dmoloyodpevos.? "Hy yap avry mpos Tov KAddov dwé
X0en 8 Ty dBeddyy Ty éxelvov Khwdiav, s T¢ Kixépwne BovAopévyy
yapnbivor kal Todro 8ua KardAov? rwis mpdrrovoay, bs éraipos pev fv kal
owifys év Tois pdhwra Kixépwvos, del & mpos v Klwdiav ¢pourdv xal
Oepamevwy éyyds oikovoay tmopiav ) Tepevrin mapéoye.t Xakemy 8 Tov

61 B.C.

Tpémov oloa kol Tod Kiképwyos dpxovea mapdévve 76 KAwdly cuvembéotor *

kai xarapaprvpfioa. Karepapripoww 8& 10d Kwdlov woddel TdV kaAdv
kdyaBdv dvdpby émopkins, padovpyias, SxAwv Sexaopols, Ppbopds yvvakdy.

AedkovAos 8¢ xai Oepamravidas mapetyev, bs ovyyévorro ) vewrdry TOV
ddeddpdv 6 KAwdios, dre AevkovAhw gwvgke. IloAdy 8° v 86fa xai rals
dAats Svoly ddedgpais mAnowlew Tov KAddiov, dv Tepriav pév Mdpxios &
‘Prié, Khwdiav 3¢ Méreddos 6 Kérep elxev, v Kovadpavriav? éxdAovy, o
Tav épaorav Tis avt) xahkods éufBadwv els Buldvriov bs dpyvpiov eloé
meuper 76 88 Aemrératov Tob yahkod voploparos xovadpdvryy éxdAovw.®
"Eni tavry pdhoTa 1dv ddedpdv kaxids fovoer 6 KAddiwos.

OV pyv dAA& Tdre Tob Srjpov mpds Tods KarapapTupotvTas avrod Kai
guwveorTdras dvmirarTopévoy Pofndévres of Swacrai Pulaxiy mepeaTioavro,
kal Tis 8éATovs ol TAelaToL Tuykexupévos Tois ypdppaow fveykav.” “Opws
8 wheloves ofav ol dmolvovres yevéolar- xal Tis éNéxby Kai Sexaopds
SieABeiv.

"Ofev 6 pév Kdrhos dravrijoas Tols xpirais « “Yuels” emev « bs dAnfos
tmép dopaleins riocache Ty dvdaxiy, poPBovpevor pij Tis DGy ddéAyrar

1 See below § 56 ext.

2 This version is not found elsewhere and probably belongs to the same
source as § 43- 86. 3 Cp. Am. Jour. of Phil. X1. 316 ff.

4 pro Cael. 20, 50, obliviscor iam iniurias tuas, Clodia, depono memoriam
doloris mei, quae abs te crudeliter in meos me absente facta sunt, negligo.

5 pro Cael. 26, 62, mulier potens guadrantaria.

6 This chapter from the ckronigue scandaleuse of the day is quite in the
manner of Suetonius. The details, as here given, are not found elsewhere,
but the charge is confirmed in a general/ way in many passages, e.g. Cic. gro
Sest. 7,15 ; pro Caelio 13, 32 ff. ; de dom. 34, 92; pro Mil. 27,73 ; Vell. 1L 45, 1.

7 This fact is also given in Plut. Caes. 10.
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70 dpylpiov.” 1 Kicépww 8 Tod KAwdiov mpds avrov Aéyovros, ot paprupiy
-~ -~ ’

oV &oxe mioTw mapd Tols SikaoTals, “’AAN éuol péy,” elmwev, “ol wévre Kai

elkoat TOV SikagTdv émioTevoav: TooovToL ydp OOV Karefmdizavro: gol

\ 4 2 3/ H \ 4 s ! A » A
8¢ Tpudkovra ovk émioTevoav: oV ydp wpbrepov dmélvoay 7 éAafov To
dpyvpiov.” 2

‘O pévro. Kaloap oV xarepapripnoe xApfeis émi tov KAwdov, oV’ &
poixeiay KaTeyvwxévar Ths yvvakds, dpexévar 8 avriy ér Tov Kalrapos
e ydpov oV mpdfews aloxpds pdvov, dAAG kai rjuns kafapdv elvar’
ssBc. 57. XXX. Awpvydw 8¢ tov kivduvov 6 KAddios xai &ijpapxos aipebeis
s exero 70 Kucépwvos, wdvd’ dpod mpdypara xai wdvras dvBpomovs
owdywv kai Tapdrrwv ér' avrdv. Tdv Te yip Sfjpov @gradoaro vipos
dAavbpdmos,t kai Tdv Umdrev éxatépy peydlas émapxins &Ymeicaro,
Tleicwn pév Makedoviav, Tafwip & Svpiav, modods 8¢ Tdv dmdpwv owé
Taooev eis TO molirevpa kol SovAovs brMopévovs wepi avTov elye.
Tév & mAciorov dwapdvey Tére Tpudv dvdpdv, Kpdooov uev dvripus
Kuképwnt molepovvros, opmyiov 8¢ Gpvrropévov mpos dudorépovs, Kaloapos
& péMovros els Todariay éiévar pera orparedpatos, mo Tovrov Ymodis 6
Kixépwv, xaimep ovx Svra ¢pidov, d4AX’ Vmorrov éx Tdv wepl Kathivav,
HEiwoe mpeafevrys avrd ovorparedew.’
Actapévov 8 Tob Kaioapos 6 KAdbios spbv éxpetyovra miv Sppapxiav

’ ~ \ ’ ~ ~ » \ ~ ’ \
avrod Tov Kiképwva mpogerowiro aupfards éxev, xai 1) Tepevria v

1 This bon mot of Catulus is also recorded by Cic. ad 4#. 1. 16, 5, quid
vos, inquit, praesidium a nobis postulabatis? an ne nummi vobis eriperentur,
timebatis ? Sen. Episz. 97, §5; Dio Cass. XXXVIIL 46, 3, 74» ¢viaxhy fryoar
obx IV dopards 700 Khwdlov xaraynplowrrar, dAN I abrol T4 xphuata 4 dedw-
podoxixesar, diagwowrTal.

2 Cic. ad Att. 1. 16, 10, iuranti, inquit, tibi non crediderunt. Mihi vero,
inquam, XXV ijudices crediderunt, XXXI, quoniam nummos ante acceperant,
tibi nihil crediderunt.

8 Plut. Caes. 10; Dio Cass. XXXVIIL. 45; Suet. Caes. 74 testis citatus
negavit se quidquam comperisse . . . interrogatusque cur igitur repudiasset
uxorem, “ Quoniam,” inquit,“ meos tam suspicione quam crimine iudico carere
oportere.”

4 Cic. pro Sest. 25, 55; in Pis. 4,9 and Ascon. ad loc.; Dio XXXVIIL 13.

5 Esp. pro Sest. 12, 27. 17, 39 and schol. Bob. ad loc; Vell. Pat. II
45, 2, non caruerunt suspicione oppressi Ciceronis Caesar et Pompeius; Dio
XXXVIIIL 16 1.

6 (D) Clodius’s sudden change and Terentia’s alleged influence (cp. § 43)
are not confirmed by extant sources. Regarding the position of legatus, Plut.
is also at variance with the facts, as the offer was made by Caesar: cp. ad 4#.
IL. 18, 3, a Caesare valde liberaliter invitor in legationem illam. II. 19, 4, esp.
de prov. cons. 17, 42, postea me, ut sibi essem legatus, non solum suasit, verum
etiam rogavit.
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’ ) \ 7 > rd & ’ 3 ~ A\ \ ’
wAeloryy dvarilfels alriav, éxelvov & pewmpévos émexds del xal Adyovs
eyvopovas édidovs, bs dv Tis oV uody U8t xademaivwr, AN’ éykaddyv

v \ ’ 3 F I \ . 3~ L4 > 3 - ~

pérpua kal pulikd, mavrdragw avtov Tov $ofBov dvikey, wor dmemely To
~ k]

Kaisape Ty mpeofeiav xai wdhw Exeofu! his moMreins. "E¢’ ¢ mapo-

feis 6 Kaivap! 7év ¢ KAwdwov éméppwoe xai Ioumiiov dmréorpafe

p épp i P
PO , - o

xouudy] Tod Kuépwvos, avTés te karepapripnoe &v 16 Sjpw i Soxely avrg ?

kaAds pnde voulpws dvdpas dxpirovs dvmpijofu Tods mepi AévrAov Kal
Kébpyov. .

58. Adry yap v 9 xaryyopin kai éml 7060’ 6 Kiképwy ékaAetro. Ku-
Suvedov oty kal Suwkdpevos 2 éobijra periAhabe® kal xourys dvdrlews mepiivy
icéreve Tov Sfjpov. Tlavrayod 8’ 6 KXwdwos dmijvra xard rols orevwmors,
dvfpdmovs éxwy YBpurras wepl airov kal Opacels, ot oA ptv xAevdlovres
dxoAdorws els ™y perafolyy kal 76 oxjpa Tov Kixépwvos, molhaxoi 8
TG kai Alfois BdAAovres évioTavro Tals ixeoims.®

XXXI. O uyv dA& 76 Kicépwwne mpdrov pév SAiyov 8elv odumav 76
1OV irmkdy wAjlos ovpperéBake Ty éobijra, xal Sopvpivwy ovk Edrrovs
véwy mapyrolovovy kopdvres kai guvikeTebovtes* Emera Ths SovAijs guve-

’ L.J ’ \ -~ 3 3\ ’ -~ \ e ’ \
Bovoys, omws ympioarto ov Sjuov bs éml mévfeat perafoléiv Ta ipdria, al
7oy tmdrov éavriwbévroyr, Klwdiov 8¢ olnpodopovpévov mept 76 Bov-
Aevrijpiov, éfédpapov ovk SAiyor Tiv LovAevTkdv .katappiyvipevor Tods
Xurovas kai Lodvres.?

59. “Os 8’ v obr olkros ovre Tis aldis wpods TV SYw, AN’ & Tov
Kuépwva pevyew 1) Bla xai oipy xpbijvar mpos tov KAwdwov, édeiro
Topmyiov Bonbeiv émirydes &xmodisy yeyovéros xal Satpifovros év dypois
mwepl Tov "AABaviv. Kai mpirov piv Ereupe Ileiocwva Tov yapSpov denod-

y \ 9\ s 7 ’ s eC oo £ e ’ :)
pevov - Emerta xal avrds dvéBy. TIvfopevos 8° 6 Tlopmiios ovy Vrépewey els

1 (A) ad 4« IX. 2 b, 1, repudiari se totum, magis etiam quam olim in
XXviratu putabit. Ac solet, cum se purgat, in me conferre omnem illorum
temporum culpam, ita me sibi fuisse inimicum, ut ne honorem quidem a se
accipere vellem ; but from de prov. cons. l.c. it would seem that Caesar’s anger
was occasioned by the previous refusal.

2 (D) This Clodian law did not mention Cicero’s name, though it was
directed especially against him, nor was Cicero indicted in consequence as
- would appear from Plut. Cp. e.g. Vell. Pat. II. 45, 1, cuius verbis etsi non
nominabatur Cicero, tamen solus petebatur; Dio Cass. XXXVIIL. 14, 3, ob5¢
vdp Td Bvopa abrod elyev (sc. 6 vbuos), Epyy 58 én’ adTdy 8re pdN\iwoTa cuveypddero.

8 Esp. pro Sest. 10 ff. ; post red. 3, 8, pro me praesente senatus hominum-
que praeterea viginti milia vestem mutaverunt etc. de domo 21, 55 ff.; but
certain details in Plut. (véwy, é£é3pauor etc.) are not given in Cicero or else-
where. App. B. C. I 15, though agreeing so often with Plut., must have fol-
lowed another and rather unfriendly authority : 78 &pyoy, 814 v dwpérear, dmd
olkTov perawlrrew és yé\wra etc.
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Y ENOetv, Sew) yop avTov aidis elxe mpos Tov dvdpa peydAovs Frywviopévoy
dydvas Ymép avrov Kkal woAAd wpds Xdpw éxelvp mwemolTevuévov, dANa
Kaioap yapfpds dv Seopévy mpodduxe ras modasds ydpiras xal xatd Gipas
dMas imefe\Gaw drediBpaoke Ty drreviw. Olrw &) mpodobels & Kuxépwy
U’ avTov Kai yeyoviss Epnpos émi Tovs YmdTovs KaTépuye!

Kai TaBivios pév fv xaewos dei, Ileiowy? 8¢ Suhéxy mpadrepov avrd
Tapouvidy éxorijvar kai troxwpijoar i) Tov KAwdiov pvpy xal ™y peraBolyy
7OV kupdy éveykely kal yevéobor mdlw cwripa Tis marpidos év ordoeat xai
kaxols 8 éxeivov ovos.

Towdrys Tvxwv droxpioews 6 Kixépwy éBovAedero odv Tois Ppidos- xal
AeikovAos pév éxédeve pévery bs mepieadpevor, dAoL 3 & Pedyew, bs Taxd
Tob jpov mobhjoovros avTdy, Srav éumAnoly Tijs Kiwdiov pavias xal
dmovolas.t Toir' é&ofe Kixépow -

xal 76 pev dyakpa Ths *Abypvds, & woldv xpdvov Exwv éml Tis oixias iBpv-
pévoy éripa Supepdvtws, eis Kamrdlov ropioas dvébnkev émypdijas
«“*Abpvd “Popys PpvAaxy,” 8 wopmods 8¢ mapd v Pidwv Aafby mepi péoas
vikras UmegAOe Tijs molews kol mely S Aevkavios émopevero Aaféoba
Swedias BovAdpuevos.

60. XXXII. ‘Qs 8 v davepds 70y mepevyds, émiyayer avrd uyis
yidov 6 KAddwos, kai Sudypappa mpobbykev elpyew mupos xal Udaros® Tov
dvdpa kol py) mapéxew oTéyyy évros pAivy mevrakoaioy ¥ *Tralias.

61. Tois pév olv dAois éldywros v Tol daypdpparos Tovroy Adyos
aibovpévos Tov Kiképwva, kal mioav évdevipevor prhoppooivyy mapémrepmoy
avrdy: & & ‘Immoviy, woke s Aevkavins, v OVlBdva viv xadobow,
OviBios, Sikedds dwijp,® dAa Te moAra s Kixépwvos Ppulias drolehavris
Kkal yeyovivs bratedovros avrol TexTdvwy Emapxos, oikia pév ok €déaro, To

Xwplov 8¢ xataypdyrew émyyyéAero, xai Tdios Ovepyilos 6 s Zikelos

1 (D) These details are not based upon extant utterances in Cicero, or else-
where, but cp. ad 4#. I1. 20. 21. 24;II1. 9, 2 ; ad Q. fr. L. 4, 4; 11. 3, 3 ; pro Sest.
17, 39-

2 (D) This contradicts Cicero’s statements. Cp. in Pis., e.g. §, 12.

8 Cato and Hortensius. Cp. Dio XXXVIII. 17.

4 Concerning Cicero’s reasons for yielding without a struggle, cp. e.g. pro
Planc. 35,86 ff. ; pro Sest. 20, 45 ff., servavi igitur rem publicam discessu meo . . .
unus bis rem publicam servavi etc. ; de domo 36, 96.

5 Cp. Dio Cass. XLV. 17, 70 &yakpa 10 77js "Afyvas Tis ¢pvhaxidos, & wpd
Tis pvyiis 6 Kixépwy és 706 Kamirdhiov drerifec. It was struck by lightning and
was restored by a decree of the senate. Cp. Cic. ad fam. XIL 235, 1.

6 Vell. Pat. II. 45, 1, legem in tribunatu tulit: qui civem Romanum indem-
natum interemisset, ei aqua et igni interdiceretur. 7 (D) *ad Az 111. 4, 1.

8 (D) Cp. p.43; ad Ar. II1. 2, 1. Biichsenschiitz imagines that Plutarch
changed Sica Viboniensis, which he found in his Cicero, to OttSios = tx eXds dwip /
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arparyyds &v Tois pdlhcra Kixépwve xexpmpévos Eyparev dméyeabar mis
Swehias.!

E¢’ ols abvpijoas Spunoev éri Bpevréowy, kikelfev eis Avppdyiov dvéuw
bopd wepaovpevos, dvrurveboavros mehayiov ped’ fuépav émalwdpdpnoer,
1’ adlis dvixby.

62. Aéyerar d¢ xai katamAedoarros eis Avppdxiov avTol xai uéAlovros
dmofalvew ceopdy Te T)s yis xai omaouév dpa yevéobar s GaddrTys.
A’ &v owwéBulov of pavrcol uiy pdvipov atrg ™y Puyy éoealar: pera-
Bolijs yip elvau Tatra onueia.?

TToA\év 8 dordvroy dvdpdv vm' edvoias xai Tav “EAAp{8wy médewy
Swwpd\opévoy mpos atras Tais wpeoPBeiats, opws dbupdy kol weplAvmos
Sujye Ta moAAd,® wpds v 'Iraliav, domwep oi Suoépwres, ddpopdv Kal
T¢ Ppovipare puxpds dyav kal Tamevds Umo Tis ovupopds yeyovis
kal ovveoradpévos, bs obx dv Tis dvdpa madein oupBefiwxdTa TooavTy
mpooeddnoe.

63. Kafrow moldxs avros HEiov Tovs Ppidovs puy priTopa kadeiv avrdy,
dAAL Pphdoodor . Puhocodiov yap bs Ipyov npijobu, fropiy 8 Spydve
Xpiobar molurevdpevos émi Tas xpelas. AAN’ 1) 86fa Sewy) ToV Adyov domep
Padyv droxAboar Ths Yuxijs kai & TOY TOAADY évopdplacfu wdby &
6;w\1fav xal ovwwijfeaay Tots wo)t.trcvop.e’vo:s, v p.ri Tis €) ;w')\a ¢vM1'1'6;L£vos
ovrw cupudépyrar Tols éxtds, s TEY mpayudrev avrdv, oV TOV éml Tols
mpdypace mabdv o'up;:.c@fng

64. XXXIII. ‘O & KAddws éferdaas Tov Kuépwva KaTémpyoe pév
adrob Tas émavles, karémpyoe 8¢ ™y olkiav kol ¢ Témw vadv "Elevfepias
érprodopmae: v 8 d\\p ovoiav émdle kai dexijpurre Kab’ Huépay,
/.m&v dwovp.:'vov ;1.1,8(1'69 *Ex 8¢ Tovrov ¢oﬁcp69 dv Tois dpurToxparikols
Kai TOV Sq,wv dvepévov els TPpw woan Kxai Opa.av-rma ovvc¢c)\xo,wwos,
ewcxe:.pa ¢ Hopﬂrm.w, Tov Supkpuévey ST’ avTod KaTd 'n)v orpareuv évia
omapdrrev. 'E¢’ ols 6 Tlopmijios ddofdv éxdxilev airos adrov mpoéuevos
7ov Kiképwva* kai wdhw ék perafolijs mavrotos éyivero mpdrrwy xdfodov
a¥T¢ pera TOV GiAwy. ’va"rap.e'vov 8¢ T0d K\wdiov mwe'Sofc 75 Bovdy
p.'q&v S ,u.eo'ov mpdypa Kvpody /.:.1,86 mpdrrew Spudoiov, € pn Kixéponm
kdfodos yévoiro.8

1 (A) pro Planc. 40, 95 ff.; Dio Cass. XXXVIII. 17.

2Cp. p. 43.

3 ad Att. 111. 8-21. 22, 4.

4 Cp. the discussion between Cic. and Philiscus in Dio Cass. XXXVIII.
18-29.

5 E.g. Cic. de dom. 24, 62. 41, 108; ad A2 IV. 2.

6 pro Sest. 31, 67 £.; in Pis. 13, 29; de dom. 10, 25 ff.; pro Mil. 14, 37 and
Ascon. ad loc.; Dio Cass. XXXVIIL 30; Plut. Pomp. 49.
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Tov 8¢ mepl Aévrhov dmatevdvtwv kai Tis ordoews mpdow Padfodays,
dore Tpwbivar pev év dyopd Snudpxovs, Kdivrov 8¢ rov Kiképwvos ddehpov
év Tois vekpols bs TebvnioTa kejuevov Sakabeiy,!

v 8;. v ’ 0 ~ ’ \ -~ 8 , M

& Te dnpos npxero Tpémealbou T yvouy, kai Tdv Spudpxwv "Avvios
MiAwv mparos érodunoe Tov KAwbiov els Sikny dmdyev Buaiwv, xai
Hopryly mwoAdoi auvijAfov éx Te Tod Sjuov kai Tdv mépf molewy.
Mef’ ov mpoe@iv kai Tov KAddiov dvaorijoas éx tijs dyopds émi Tiv
Yijdov éxdher Tovs wolitas. Kal Aéyerar undémore pundév éx rocad-

€ Q 3 Is \ ~
s Spodpoaivys émmepicacbar Tov Sjuov.
s1Bo.  H 8¢ odykAyros duAhwpévy mpos Tov Sjuov éypaev émavedijvar
tas wohes, doar Tov Kiképwva mwapd iy ¢puynv ébepdmevoav, xai Ty
olkiav adr@ kai Tas émavdes, ds KAddos drepfdpker,® Tédeat Sypoaioes *

2

dvaorabijvac.
’ \ ’ e ’ \ \ \ 4 \ é
Ang. 11, Karpe 8¢ Kixépwy éxkadexdrw pnvi perd v $vyiv: kal Togadry
’ \ ’ \
Tas woAes xapd kai owovdy Tods dvfpdmovs wepi TV dwdvryow elxev,
L4 \ ¢ \ e \ ’ e 3 ’ L ~ 3 ’
dore 10 pnbev Hwo Kiképwvos vorepov évdeéorepov elvar Tijs dAnbelas.
¥ \ e \ 3\ ~ e N\ i ’ ’ ’ \ e ’
E¢n yap avrov émi 1dv opwv v Iraliav ¢épovaav eis Ty Pouny
cloeveyeiv.®
v, \ ’ 2 \ ) 3 ~ \ ~ ~ ’ ’
St 8. "Onov xai Kpdooos, éxfpos dv abrd wps tijs Pvyis, Tére mpobipws
’ ~ \ ’ ’ L3
dmijvra kol Siedvero, 7@ wadl IMomwAiy xapulduevos, as éleye, {yrwty
70b Kképowvos Gvre.®
65. XXXIV. Xpdvov 8 ob wohdv Salwrow kai mapaduvidfas
dmodypotvra Tov KAddiov émijAfe perd moAdv 176 Kamrwlly, xai tas
* ~
Sqpapyicas dértovs, év als dvaypadal Tév Sipkpuévwy Jjoav, dréomace
> A -
kai Siépbeper.” - "Eyxalodvros 8¢ mepl tovrov Tov KAwdlov, rod 8¢
3 ’
Kiképwvos Aéyovros, ws mapavipws éx marpikivy eis dnuapxlov mapébor,
’ L -~
kai kvpiov odd¢v elvar Tév werpaypévoy dr adrod,® Kdrov fyavikryoe
xal dvretme, Tov pév KAddiov otk érawdv, dANd kai dvoxepalvwv Tols
.
mwemoAirevpévors, dewov 8¢ kai Bimov dmodaivwy dvailpeow Ymdpioacfar

1 pro Sest. 34, 74 ff. occidunt nonnullos, vulnerant multos . . . caedem in
foro maximam faciunt . . . fratrem meum . . . poscebant . . . seque servo-
rum . . . corporibu$ obtexit . . . tum . . . corporibus civium Tiberim com-

pleri. Biichsenschiitz ad loc., citing only a part of this passage, asserts that
év Tols vexpols is a mistranslation of corpora in the sense of cadavera! Plutarch’s
statement, however, proves that he did not consult this speech, in spite of
numerous coincidences.

2 pro Sest. 62, 129 ff.

8ad A#. 1V. 2, 2; Dio XXXIX. 11. 4 in Pis. 22, 52.
5 post red. 15, 39, Italia cuncta paene suis humeris reportavit. [Sall.]in
Cic. 4, 7. 6 ad fam. V. 8, 4.

7 Plut. Cat. Min. 40; Dio XXXIX. 21-23.
8 de dom. 29, 77, in illa adoptione legitime factum est nihil.
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Soypdrwv kal mpdfewy ToooUTwy TYV oVyKkAyTov, &v als elvar xal THv
[ ~ ~ \ ’ \ /. ’ > ’ ’
éavrod Tdv mepl Kvmpov xai Buldvriov Swolknow. ‘Ex, Tovrov mposé-
€ K ’ 3 ~ ’ s ,8\ 3 \ do ~
kpovaev 6 Kixépwv adr@ wpbokpovaw eis ovdév éudavés mpoeAGovoav,
y @ ~ ’,
dAX" dare 7] Prhoppoaivy xpfiofar mpds dAAjAovs duavpdrepov.

66. XXXV. Mera ravra Khadiov pév dmokriwvor Midwv: xai
Suwxdpevos povov Kiképwva mapestiocaro cumjyopor.! ‘H 8¢ Boviy
poBybeica, py kwdvvevovros dvdpos évdééov kai Bupoedots Tod Milwvos
Tapaxy yévyrar wepl TYv woNw, érérpepe Mopmyly Tavryy Te Kal Tas
¥ ’ -~ ’ -~ , \ ~ ’
d\as kpioeas Ppafevoar, mapéxovra T moler kal Tols dikaoryplois
dopdreav. ‘Exelvov 8¢ v dyopav it vukros dwd ThV dxpov wepia-

7 ~ ’ e ’ \ ’ ’ \ \ \
Bdvros Tols orpatitrats, 6 MiAwv 1ov Kicépova 8eioas, uy mpos v
» 3 Is \ -~ 8 ’ ’ 3 ’
Syw dnlela Suarapaxfeis xelpov dwwywvioyrai, ovvérecer év popely

yd \ N\ 3 \ e ’ ¥ * Id L3 \ \
kopafévra mpos Ty dyopdv fovyxdlew, dxpt ob ovviagw oi kpiral xal
wAnpodrar 1o SikacTiprov.

67. ‘O 8 od udvov dv, és douxev, é&v dmlois dbBapaiis,? ANL kal
T “? A. ’ \ ¢ ’ B ’ \ IA 3 ’ aM ’ \

p Aéyew pera Ppofov mpooyer, xai pols émavoaro walddpevos kai

, FEEY ~ 3 7 3 \ ~ ’ \ , ’, 8
Tpépwy émi woOAAGY dywvwy dxpgy ToU Aoyov kal kaTdoTacty Aafdvros.
Awwvip 3¢ Movpijve deryorre dikgy w6 Kdrwvos Bonbdv, kai ¢pirore-
povpevos ‘Opﬂ}(nov t‘nrcpﬂakc’iy ebpuemjoarra, p.s'pos oddty dvemadoaro
Ths vukTds, os Uwd Tod odddpa Ppovricar xal Surypummu xakwlels
évdecoTepos aiTod ¢a.v»7vm.

68. Téred’ odv éml v Tob MiAwvos Slkyy éx Tob popelov mpoeX iy
xal Beacd, ov Iopmijiov & Oeld M é édw

pevos rov Iopmiiov dve kabeldpevov domep év orpatomédoy,

\ ’ \ v ’ \ ) 4 7 \ ’
kal kUkA@ T& SmAa wepidupmovra Tyv dyopdy, ouvexify xal pils
évijpéato T0d Adyov kpaduvdpevos TO odpa kal Ty Pwviy énoxduevos,
adrod Tod M{Awvos edbapods xal dvdpelws mapiorapévov 176 dybve xai
kouqyv Opépar kai perafalely éobijra Pudv dmafidoavros: Gmep ody
o ~ ’ > A 3 ~ , 4 s @ A
nkioTa Sokel ovvaitiov abrg yevéolOar Tis xaradikns.t 'AAX’ § ye Kiké-
pwv 8id TadTa PAératpos paAdov 3 delds édofer elva.

69. XXXVI. Tiveraw 8¢ xal Tév iepéwv, ovs Adyovpas ‘Pupaior xa-

~ PN , a2 [ Y , o 3 A s 5
Aovow, dvri Kpdooov Tob veov pera v év IldpBois avrod redevriy.

1 (A) Cp. on the Milonian affair: pro Mil. with Ascon.; Dio XL. 48 ff.

2 Liv. Periock. 111 vir nihil minus quam ad bella natus.

3 (A) E.g. Cic. de orat. 1. 26, 121; pro Deiot. 1, 1; pro Cluent. 18, 57;
Div. in Caec. 13, 41; Acad. 11. 20, 64.

4 (A) Ascon. in Mil. p. 31 exercitum in foro . . . non tantum ex ‘oratione
et annalibus sed etiam ex libro apparet qui Ciceronis nomine inscribitur de
opt. gen. orat. (= c. 4, 10); P. 42 itaque non ea, qua solitus erat, constantia
dixit; Schol. Bob. 7 Mil. p. 276 circumpositi iudicio milites . . . metu con-
sternatus et ipse Tullius pedem rettulit; Dio Cass. XL. g4, I.

6 (A) Cic. Phil. 11. 2, 4; Brut. 1, 1.

Jan. 30,
52 B.C.

63 B.C.

53 B.C.
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Elra x\ijpg ayiv Tdv érapxidv Kilkiay ai orpardv Srhurdv puplov
Kkal Suoxhlwy, irméwy 8¢ Suoxihiwy éfaxoaiov,! érdevoe, mpooTaxfev adrd
kal T8 wepl Kamwmadoxiav "Apiofapldvy 16 Bacileél pila kel webina
mapacyev.? Tabrd Te 8) mapearioare kal ovnjppocey dudurros drep
woAéuov, Tovs Te K{hiras 6pdv mpos 76 MapbOikov wrraiopa ‘Popalvv xal
7ov &v Supla vewrepioudv émmpuévous karerpdivev Juépws dpxwv.

70. Kai ddpa ptv ovde Tdv Bachéwy dddvrwy Ehafe, Selmvav 8 Tovs
c’mpxu(m\)g dvijkev: avTos 8¢ Kkaf’ ‘r'm.épav Tovs xa.pécwac dvc)viy.ﬁavev éoTud-
geow oU TOAVTEADS, dAN eMvOemes ‘H 8 oixia 0vapov ok dxev, o8’
avros dpby xaraxamvos U’ ovbevds, AAN Ewlev éoTds 7) mepumaTdy wpd Tob
Swpariov Tovs domaloudvovs Edefiotro.

Aéyerar 8¢ pijre pdBBois aikioacfal Twa pir’ éobijra wepioyiow pajre
Braodpyuiay 7' dpyfs ) {ypias mpooBakeély ped’ TPBpewv. Avevpdy 3¢
woM& ThY Sypociov kexheppéva Tds Te moles evmdpovs émoinae, kai Tovs
dworivovras oUdev Tovrov mAciov mabdvras e’mﬂ.';wvs 8u¢i5)\a£ev.

“Hyaro & xai 1rok¢p.ov, Ar;c'mg TOV Tepl TOV A,w,vov ocxovwmv Tpejd-
pevos- éd’ & xal avroxparwp w0 TdV oTpaTwTdY av:yy

71. Kexidiov 8¢ 10D prjropos deopévov mpﬁa)\.as avr@ mpds Twva. Oéay els
‘Pouny éx Kiuxias drooreilas, kalwmldpevos émi Tois mempoypévos ypd-
e mpos avtov ovk elvar mapdddes v Kikly+ medpevyévar yap els Kaplav
dyavaxrovoas, dTv pivar molepotvrar, wdvrwy elpjyny éxdvrwy.’

72. I\éwy 8’ dmd mijs émapxias Tolro piv “Péde mpooéoye,’® Toito &’
*Abjvous T &diérpupev® dopevos woly Tdv wdiar SwrpBdv. Avdpdoe 8
Tols mpaTos dwo madeins ovyyevdpevos xai Tods Tére pidovs kal cvmibes
domaodpevos kal Ta wpémovra avpacles vmo Tis ‘EAAdSos s Ty moAw

émavijAlev, 0y Tdv Tpayudrey domep Imd GAeyporys ddioTapdvwy éri Tov

éudv Moy wolepov.?
73. XXXVIIL. 'Ev ptv olv 7 Bovdj ymdulopévev airg Bpiapfov
n0wov &v édn mapakodoviijoar Kaiap: OpiapBevovrt ovpfdoewy yevoudvwy 10

1 (D) E.g. ad Att. V1. 1; ad fam. XV. 1 ff. The number is incompatible
with the statements of Cicero. 2 (A)ad A#t. V. 20, 1

8 On Cicero’s administration of the province, cp. e.g. ad 4#. V. 21; VI. 2;
ad Quint. frat. 1. 1, 2: but Plutarch, as usual, gives details 7o found in Cicero.

4 (A) ad fam. 1I. 10, 2 f,, victoria iusta imperator appellatus sum; od A#.

V. 20, 3. 5 (D) * ad fam. (ad Caelium) II. 10, 2

6 (A) Cic. Brut. 1, 1.

7 (A) ad fam. XIV. s, 1, pridie /d. Oct. Athenas venimus . . . cognovi ex
multorum amicorum litteris . . . ad arma rem spectare.

8 (D) ad fam. l.c. circiter /d. Nov. in Italia speramus fore.

9 * od fam. XVI. 11, 2; ad A2t. IX. 4.

10 (D) ad fam. XVI. 11, 3; ad A#t. V1. 3, 3. 6, 4; VIL. 1. 2. The decree
was never passed.
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i8ip 8¢ auveBovAeve! oA pév Kaigape ypdpuwy, wodda 8” avrod Mopmyiov
8edpevos, mpai'vwy éxdrepov xai mapapvfolpevos? Qs 8 fv dwijkeora Kkal
Kafxra.pos émepxopévov Ho,urﬁ'ios‘ otk i’p.avcv, dAAG ,u.en‘:. ToAADY Kol dyaldv
avdpdv v woAw éhme, Tavrys pév dmeNeliply 'nr]s' Pvyis 6 Kuépor,
éofe & Kaloapt 1rpoo"n0eo'0¢u

74. Kai 5jAds éori ) yvdpy moda purracels ér’ dudorepo xal Svo-
mathjous. Tpdder yap év rals émioTolais® dumopely, morépwae xpi)
rpémeabar, Mopmylov pév &dofov xal kadyv vmdfegwv mwpos Tov woleuov
éxovros, Kaioapos 8’ dpewov 7ois mpdypact xpwpévov xai pdlov éavrov
Kol Tods Ppihovs adfovros, dor Ixew piv bv Pdyy, py Exev & mpds bv
dvypt TpeBariov 8, rwds tév Kaivapos éraipwy, ypdavros émi-
aroA)v, oru Kaloap olerar 8€iv pdMora pév adrov éferdlecbu ped’ airod
Kkal 78v EwiSwy peréxew, el 8 dvadverar dia yijpas, els Ty "EANdSa Bodilew
Kkixel kabhjpevov fovxioy dyew ékrodiv dudorépos yevduevov, Bavudoas &
Kuwépwy, 87 Ka"wap abroés ovk Eypayev, dmexpivato mpods Spyijy, dbs oddey
dvdéwov wpafa TOV rmohrevp.tvmv Ta pév odv év Tals émiorolals
veypappéva rTowaitd éoTe.’

75. XXXVIII. Tob & Kaumpos els "IByplav dmdpavros ebfis s
Mopmrijiov &rhevoe-® kai Tols pév dAois dopdvos dpby, Kdrov 8 airdy
oy iblg moM\& katepéupero Topmyly mpooléuevov: adrg pév yip odyi
kaAds Exew éyxaralmely v dn dpxijs ellero Tis moMirelas Tdw, éxeivov
8 xpnowudrepov dvra 'rﬁ matpid kai Tols Ppidots, € ;u"vwv loos éxel mpos T
dmofaivov qppo{ero, xat obdéva Aoywopdv odd’ ¢ & avayxm woléutov yeyo-
vévar Kaioapt xal rogoirov /.Leoefom Kkudvvou 3€up qxav Otrol Te &]
100 Kiképwyos dvéoroedov i Adyor mijy yvipyy, kai 10 péya ppdev abrd
xpiiobar Topmiiov.

76. Alrws 8 v adros odx dpvodpevos perapédecbar, Pravplwrv? 8
7ov Iopmyiov ™y mapackeviv® xal wpos T PovAedpara Suvokodalvwy

1 (A)ad A#t. VIL 3, 4; IX. 5; Pril. 11. 9, 22 ff.
2 (A) E.g. ad fam. XVI. 12, 1, ut veni ad urbem non destiti omnia et sentire
. et dicere et facere quae ad concordiam pertinerent etc.; Plut. Caes. 31;

Pomp. 59; App. 5.C. 11. 36. 8 (A) E.g. ad Az VIL 1 fl.
4 (A) ad Az2. VIIL. 7, 2, ego vero quem fugiam habeo, quem sequar non
habeo. 5ad A1. VIL. 17; X.8f. Cp. p. 10f.

8 (A) ad A#. VIIL. 3ff.; IX. 2 ff.; Dio Cass. XLI. 4 ff.; App. 5. C. IL.
35 ff.; Plut. Pomp. 60f.; Caes. 32 ff.; Suet. Caes. 31.

7 (A) ad fam. VI. 6, 10, causae, quam Pompeius animatus melius quam
paratus susceperat; VII. 3, 2, cuius me mei facti poenituit . . . propter vitia
multa quae ibi offendi quo veneram.

8 (A) Macrob. Satur. 11. 3, 7, cum ad Pompeium venisset dicentibus sero eum
venisse, respondit: Minime sero véni, nam nihil hic paratum video; Cic. Pkil.
IT. 16, 40, ne de iocis quidem respondebo, quibus me in castris usum esse dixisti.

49 B.C.
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Ymovdws, kai Tod mapaokaTTay TL kai Aéyew xapiev es Tods ouppdxovs otk
dmexduevos, GAN’ adrds pev dyélaoTos del mepibw v 7§ oTpatomédy Kal
axvlpumds, érépois 8¢ mapéxwy yédwta pndév Seonévors.

77. BéAtiov 8¢ kal TovTwv §A{ya wapabéobar. Aowriov Totnw
dvBpwmov els Tdiw Tyepovuay dyovros ob moleukdv kol Aéyovros, s émier-
Kxijs Tov Tpomov éoTi kal wPpwy, “ T( odv,” elmev, « oV« émirpomov adrov Tols
Téxvas Puddooes;

"Erawoivtev 8¢ rwey Ocopdimy Tov AéaPuov, bs v & 16 oTparomédy
TexTévwy Emapyos, bs € mapauvbioacro *Podiovs Tov arédov dmoPaidvras,
«“HXixov,” elmev, « dyafdv éari 76 Tpawkov Exew Emapyov.”

Kaioapos 8¢ xaropfoivros Ta wAeélora kal Tpdwov Twd molopkoivros
alrovs, Adthe ptv emdvre mulivesba orvyvols elvar Tovs Kaloapos
¢idovs, dwexpivaro, « Aéyes atrods Svovoey Kalvape.”

Mapkiov 8¢ Twos sjkovros € Tralias vewori kal Aéyovros év ‘Pduy drjuny
émparely, bs mohopkotro Iloumiios, « Elr’ éférlevoas,” elmey, « va ToiTo
moTeloys airos feaoduevos ;

Mera & v firrav Nowviov uév elmdvros, St 86t xpyoras éamidas Exew,
érta yap derovs év 7@ orpatomrédy Tov Iopmyiov Aeheipbar, « Kards dv,”
épy, « mapyjvess, €l xolowols émwolepoduer.”

AaBupov 8¢ pavreius Tolv loyxvpllopévov kai Aéyovros, bs Oel mepi-
yevéolou Ioumijiov, « Obkotw,” édy, “oTparyyipar. Tovre Xpopevor viv
dmofefSAjkapey 10 aTparémedoy.” !

78. XXXIX. AN yap yevopévys tijs kate. Pdpoalov udxs, Js ob
peréoxe 8 dppworiov,? kal Iopmyiov Ppvydvros, 6 pév Kdrwv?® kal arpd-
Tevpa avyvov év Avppayiv kol oTéhov Exwy péyav éxelvov fHéiov aTpaTyyely
Kat& vopov kal 76 Tijs dwatelss dfiwpa mpolyxovra.

Awbodpevos 8¢ ™yv dpxiv 6 Kiképwv kai SAws pedywy T ovorpareteobart
map’ obdev RAOev dvarpeBijvar, Tlopmryiov T0b véov xai TGV pilwy wpoddryv
dmoxkaovvrwv kal Ta Eiy omacapévoy, d piy Kdrov évoras uéhs ddellero
Kol Sifjxev adrov éx Tod arparomrédov .’

79. Karaoxwv 8’ els Bpevréowv évratfa diérpiPe,’ Kaivapa mepipévar
Bpadivovra 8 Tas & 'Acip xkai mepl Alyvrrov doyolins. ‘Emel 8 es
Tdpavra kaBwppiopévos drmyyéAero kai mely) wepiitw éxeifev eis Bpevréouoy,

1 (D) This retort furnishes the irrefutable proof that it, and along with it
this entire batch of witticisms, was not taken from Tiro’s de focis Ciceronis,
for Labienus fell at Pharsalus while Cicero was at Dyrrhachium.

2 (A) ad fam. IX. 16, 7, in acie non fui; Liv. Periock. 111 Cicero in castris
remansit.

3 (A) E.g. Dio Cass. XLII. 10 6 Kdrww év 79 Avppaxly . . . karalepbels.

4 ad fam. VII. 3.

5 Plut. Cat. Min. 55.

6 (A) E.g. ad fam. XI1. 27; XIV. 11; ad A#t. XI. 15.
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dpunoe mpds adrdy, ov wdvv piv dv Svoems, aldovpevos 8¢ woAGY
wmapovrwy dvdpos éxfpod kal kpatotvros AauPdvew weipav. OV uyy édénoev
abr@ mpakal T wap’ dfiay 7 elmeiv. ‘O yap Kaioap, bs eldev avrov modd
\ ~ £ d 3 ~ ’ \ 3 ’ \ ’ ’
mpd TOY dAAwv dmavTdvra, katéBy Kai jomdoaTo xal Swleydpevos pdve
auxvav oradlwy 680v TpoijAfev.
"Ex 8¢ Tovrov &eréde Tiudv kal dihodpovovuevos,’ doTe kal ypdipavre 46 B.o.
Abyov éyxdmov Kdrwvos dvriypdpov? 16v Te Adyov avrod kai Tov Biov bs
’ ~ ’ 3 ’ \ ’ i) -~ L \ ] ’
parora 1@ HepicAéovs éowora kai @npapévovs érawveiv. O peév otv Kuképor
vos Aéyos Kdrwv, 6 8¢ Kaloapos "Avrikdrov émyéypartar. -
’ '\ \ A s’ ’ 7 o ~
t. 28
?0. Aeye'ral.l. 8 Kol I’(ourrot:v A:.')'/apwv ,SLK:]II ¢o¢vzov1'os, gn "‘\’"54?3.0.'
Kaioapos molepiwv els éyeydver, kal Kicépwros avrg Bonboivros, elmeiv Tov
Kaizapa wpos Tovs pidovs: T kwhder &a xpovov Kixépwros dxodoar Aéyov-
705, émel wdAar Kkéxpirar wovnpos dvip kai woléutos;” émel & dpéduevos
Aéyew 6 Kiképwy vmreppuivs éxiver kal mpobfBawey avtd mdber Te (A
éyaw épwy Umeppuivs éxiver Kkal wp vev avre mwdabfew Te mokilos
\ ’ \ € ’ \ \ e’ s’ 3\ ~ ’
kol xdpire GavpacTods 6 Adyos, moAhas pev iévar xpdas émi Tod wposwmov
7ov Kaigapa, wdoas 8¢ Tijs yxijs Tpemdpevov Tpomras xarddylov elvai, Télos
8 7év xara Pdpoalov dyapévov Tob prjropos dydvwv éxmabi yeviuevow
Twaxfijvae 76 odpare kai Tijs xepos éxBalely &va TV ypappateiwy. Tov
yovv dvfpwmov dwélvoe Tijs alrias Befuaouévos.’
81. XL. ’Ex rovrov Kixépwy, els povapyiav tijs molirelas pefearaiors, 45 B.c.
ddéuevos Tov T& xowd wpdrrew * éoydAale Tois Bovlouédvors Prhocopeiv 3
TV véwy,S kal oxedov ék Tiis wpos TovTovs guwnbeins, elyeveoTdTovs Kal
mpdTovs Svras, adlis loxver & 1] moler péyoTov.
82. Airg & &pyov pév v 16 Tovs Phoodpovs aurTelely Saddyovs P4t
\ ’ 7 \ ~ &aA ~ A ~ F) ’ o 2
xal peradpdleav,’” kol TOV exTik@y 1) Puawdy dvopdrwv EkaoTov els
‘Pupaixiy peraPd\ew duilextov-® ékeélvos ydp éotw, bs paoiy, & kal

1(A) Eg. ad fam. IV. 13, 2; IX. 16.

2(A)E.g. ad Au. XI1. 40; Topica 25, 94; Tac. Ann. IV. 34; Schol. ad
Iuv. VI. 338; Plut. Caes. 54, 3; App. B. C. II. 99; Dio Cass. XLIIIL 13, 4;
Suet. Aug. 85. :

8 (D) * Cic. ad fam. V1. 14, 2.

4(A)Eg. ad fam. V. 16; VI 12, 5; IX. 1, 2. 2, § 20, 1; XIIL 23;
de off. 11. 1, 2; 111 1, 2; de div. 11. 2, 6; Acad. Post. 1. 3, 11, )

5(A)ad fam.VIL. 33, 2; IX. 16, 7. 18, 1. 20, 3; Phil 1L 8, 20; Sen.
Contr. 1. prooem. 11; Suet. de rket. 1.

¢ (A) E.g. Hirtius, Pansa, Dolabella, Cassius.

7(A) ad A#. X1L. 52, 3, dxbypaga sunt, minore labore fiunt, verba tantum
affero, quibus abundo.

8 pavracla = visum (Acad. 1. 11, 40); ovykardfesis = assensio, appro-
batio (Acad. I1. 12, 37): émox®h = retentio assensionis (4cad. II. 18, 59); xard-
Aqyus = comprehensio, cognitio, perceptio (4cad. 1. 11, 41; II. 10, 31. 47,
145; de fin. IIL. 5, 17) ; &rouov = individuum (de fin. I. 6, 17) ; kevbv = vacuus
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v pavraciav kai Ty ovykardfeow kail Ty éroxny kol Ty xardAnpw, En
8 76 dropov, TO duepés, TO kevdy, dAAa Te TOANA ! TdY TowvTwy ovoudoas
wpbros 7 pdhora ‘Popaios, Ta piv peradopals, & 8 olkadrpow dAais
Yvopiyse. Kai TpoIyopa paXanodpuevos -

83. 1 & mpos v woinow ekollp mailwv éxpfiro. Aéyerar ydp,
omyvika puely mwpds 76 Towdrov, Tis vuktés &my oty mevraxdow.?

84. To piv olv wAeioTov Tod xpdvov TovTov mepi Tovaxhov &v xwplots
adrov Sudywy éypade wpds Tovs pilovs Aaéprov Biov Ly, elre mallwv,
@s &os elxev, €0’ Imd Pplorypias omapydv wpds Ty molrelay kol ddyuo-
vy Tois kafeordor.

Smaviws 8’ els dorv Oepareins &vexa Tob Kaigapos katije, xai mparos v
Tév ovvayopevdvTwy Tals Tiuals kal Aéyew del Tv kawdy els Tov dvdpa xai T4
wparTipeva Ghoripovpévay.

Olév éore kai 70 wepl Tav Ilopmyiov Aexfév elxdvuv, s dvppyuévas kal
xarafBefAnuévas 6 Kaivap éxérevoey dvacrabijvar+ xai dveordfnoav. "Edy
vap 6 Kixépwy, 61¢ Tavry mj phavBpumia Kaioap Tods pév Iopamyiov ioryor,
Tovs & adrod mjyvvow dvdpudvras.

85. XLI. Awvooluevos 8’, bs Aéyerar, ™y wdrpiov ioTopiav ypadj
mephafeiv* kai moM: ovppifar 7Oy “EMupikdy kal SAws Tods cuvypévovs
Adyovs adrg kai pdbovs évravba Tpéfar, ToArols uév Snuociots, wodots 8’
diois katedijpfy mpdypacw dfoviros kol wdfeow, dv adBuipera Soxel
wAélora ovufijvas ,

86. Ilporov pév yap dreréuaro ™y yvvaike Tepevriav® dueAnbeis on'
abrijs mapd Tov wéAepov, boTe Kal TGy dvaykalwy épodivy &vdeys dmwoora-
Afjvas kai und’ dre katipev adbis els “Irakiav Tvxelv ebyvdpovos. Adry) pdv
yap ol HA0ev, év Bpevreoiy Suarpifovros aivrod mohiv xpdvov, dpxouéry 8¢
1) Buyarpi, mudioxy vég, Tocairyy 68ov od mopmyy mpérovoav, od xopyyiav
mapéoxev, dAAA& kai T olkiav To Kiképwve mdvrwv Eonpov xai kevjy drédatev

(ad At IX. 1), but some of these had already been Latinized, e.g. by Lucretius.
auepés, with its Latin equivalent, does not occur in the extant works of Cicero.
See also Adcad. 1. 5. 14. 24 ff. ; de fin. II1. 2, 5. 15; Zusc. 111. 8, 16; de orat.
L 34, 154.

1 E.g. essentia = obola, cp. Sen. Epist. 58, 6; quantitas, qualitas (wocérys,
mowbrys) ; evidentia (évdpyewa) ; pronuntiatum (aélwua); appetitio animi (dpuf).

2Cp. § 5and p. 31. 3 (A) E.g. ad fam. IV. 4. 13; VL 12; IX. 16.

4 (A) Com. Nep. fragm. (Peter, Fragm. kist. Rom. p. 223); Cic. de leg.
1. 5; Calen. ap. Dio Cass. XLVL 21 mpoféuevos yap mdvra 74 7§ mébher we-
Tpayuéva cvyypdal, et odx dwd Tis kTloews adris . . . dANA dwd Tis dwaTelas
T#is éavrol fptato ad A XIV. 14, 5.

5 Divorce 46 B.C.: ad fam. IV. 14; XIV. 11; ad Att. X1. 16. 17; XII. 22;
Dio Cass. XLVI. 18, 3. Cp. Tyrrell and Purser, Corresp. of Cic. 1 p. 37 fi,,
IV p. XLV fi,, and above pp. 19 {. 42.
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&ri woMols SpAijuace kai peydos. Adrar ydp elow ai Aeydpevar
s dwordoews ebmperéotarar mpoddaes. Ty O Tepevrip xal Tavras dpvov-
pévy Aapmpav émoinoe Ty dmodoylav adrds éxeivos per ob modiv xpévov
yipas mapbévor, bs pév § Tepevria xaredrjuler, Epure Tis dpas, bs 8
Tipwv 6 Tob Kicépwvos drekedfepos yéypapev, elmopias évexev mpos dud-
Avow davelwv. "Hy yap 1 wais opddpa whovoin, kal Ty oboiav adrijs &
Kixépwv év wiorer khnpovopos dmoreplels Sepvdarrer. Opeidwy 8¢ mo-
Ads pupuddas Swd TdY PiAev kal oikelwy émeioly v maida yHpar wap
Mukiay kai Tovs Savewras dmadddfar Tols ékelvys xpnodpevor.!

"Avrdvios 8¢ Tob ydpov pvnolels év Tals wpds Tods Bilimrmikovs
dvriypadals éBakelv abrdv ¢pnot yuvaixe, map’ §) épjpace: xapiévros
Gpa Ty olkovplay bs dmpdxTov kal doTpaTesrov mapaokenTwy Tob Kiképwvos.

Trjpavre 8 adrd per’ ob woAdw xpovov % Gvydryp dwébave Tikrovoa mapd
Aérhe 3 Tobre yap éyyuify perd v Ileivwvos Tob mporépov dvdpos
Tdevrijv. Kal owijAov pev éml Ty wapapvliav ¢ Kixépon mavraxife
ol piégodou-8 Bupéws 8 dyav sveyre 76 aupPeByrds, Sore kai YV yaury

- Oetoay dmoméupactu d6faoay fobijvar i) Tehevry) Tis TvAlins.t

XLII. Ta ptv odv kar olkov ovrws elxe 7@ Kixépar.

87. Tis 8 énl Kaloapa cuviorapévys mpdfews ob peréoye, xaimep dv
éraipos év Tols pdAora Bpovrov kai Bapivecbor Ta mapdvra kal Ta wdAos
wobety mpdypata Soxdy, bs Erepos obdeis. "AAN Beocav of dvdpes adrod Ty
Te Ppvow bs &wded TOAuns TOv Te Xpdvov, &v & kal Tals éppwpevesTdrals
pioeaw éreimre 7o Oappeiv.’

‘Qs & olv émémpakro 7ois wepl Bpovrov xai Kdoowy 16 &pyov xai Tav
Kaloapos pidwv cvmorapévoy érl rods dvdpas adfis fv Séos éudpulios
molépows mepumery) yevéoOur Ty woAw, *Avrdvios pév traredwv ™y BovAyy
ounfyaye kai Bpaxéa® dehéxby mepi Spovoias, Kuépwy 8 moldd mpos
Tov kaupov oixeiws QAo Erace Ty avykhyrov "Abypaiovs pupmoapeny
duvnoriav ™ Tav éml Kaioapt Yymdisacbar, veuar 8¢ tois mepi Kdoowov kal

1ad fam. IV. 14; ad A¢t. XIL. 22, 1. 32, 1.

2E.g. ad A#. XIL 15. 182ff.; ad fam.IV.6; VI. 18, §; Ascon. iz Pis. 1
filiam post mortem Pisonis generi, P. Lentulo collocavit, apud quem illa ex
partu decessit.

8 (A) Caesar (ad A#. XIII. 20), Brutus (ad A#. XII. 13), Lucceius (ad fam.
V. 13), Sulpicius (ed fam. IV. 5. 6). 4 (A)ad A#. XII. 32.

5 (D) Pkl 11. 11 ff.; Dio Cass. XLIV. z0; XLVI. 22; ad fam. XII. 2.

8 (D) Pril. 1. 1, 2. 13, 32.

7 (A) Pril. 11. 35, 88; L. 1, 1, ieci fundamenta pacis Atheniensiumque
renovavi vetus exemplum Graecum etiam verbum (sc. duryoria) usurpari etc. ;
Vell. Pat. II. 58, 2; App. B.C. II. 126 ff. 142; Dio XLIV. 22. esp. 26. 33.
34, 1, Kixépwy pév tabra elwdy Erese Thy yepovolav undéva pndevt pvnowaxijoar
ynploasfar Zonaras X. 12; Plut. Brut. 19.

405 B.C.

40 B.C.

44 B.C.
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Bpovrov émapxias. "Eoxe & tovrey élos oddyv. O yap Sfjuos avros pév
4@’ éavrod mpos olkrov faxbeis,! bs elde Tov vexpov éxxomldpevoy 8 dyopds,
> ’ \ \ \ ) ~ e 3 -~ 4 4 v
Avraviov 8¢ xai )y éodfra Seifavros avrois alpatos kardwAewv xai Kxexop-
péry wdvry Tols Eipeow, éxpavevtes v Spyijs év dyop (ifrnow émowotvro
Tév dvdpdv, kal wip Exovres éml Tas olkins Eeov bs Vpdyovres. Of 8¢ Tod-
Tov pv 1@ mpomepurdxfus Siépvyov Tov kivduvov, érépous B¢ moAdods xai
; - 2 s N

peydAovs mpooBokayres éfé oy v wo\w.

XLIII. Euv6ds odv 6 "Avranos émqpro, xkai mdow pev v Pofepos s
povapyiowy, ¢ 8¢ Kiképowe ¢oBepiraros.

88. Avappovvvpédmy e yap atrdg mdhw dpdv v Stvapy év ) wolirein
Kai Tois mepi Bpobrov émerdeiov eldiss fxbero mapdvre. Kal wov Ti kai mwpo-
Urnpxev Uroias avrols mpds dAAjAovs kard ™y Tav Biwy dvopowdTyra Kai
ducpopdy. Tabra Seivas 6 Kixépwv mpdrov ptv Gppnoe mpeaBevris Aoko-

4 ~ ’ ’
Mg ovvekrAevoar els Svpiav -2 émel 8 of péMovres tmaredew per’ "Avro-
g P p p
viov, "Iptios kai Ildvoas, dvdpes dyaboi kai {yAwral T0b Kiképwros, édéovro uy
ogds xaralurely, drodexopevor katadioew 'Avroviov éxeivov mapdvros, 6 8’
¥y % 3 ~ , " , ’ \ ¥ , e
obr dmoray mavrdracw obre moTedwy AodoBéAAay uiv elage xaipew, dpo-
Aoyrjoas 8¢ Tois wepl Tov “Ipriov 70 Oépos év Abrvais Sidéew, Srav 8’ éxeivor
mapardBwoe ™y dpxiy, dpleocfu mdhwv, adros kal’ éavrov émhevae.
Tevopévys & mepi Tov whotv Sarpefffs xal Adywv dmo ‘Papys, ola Pile,
~ ’ ~ \ ’ ’ A \
kaw@y mpoomesdvrov, perafBefAnola pév *Avraviov favpaoTyy perafolyy
\ ’ ’ \ ’ \ \ ’ 3 -~ '\ ~
kal wdvra wpdrreww Kkal wolirevecfu wpos TV ovykhyrov, évdev 8¢ Tijs
] ’ 7’ \ ’ Ay \ 3 7 N ’ ’
éxelvov mapovoios To. wpdypara py Ty dpioTyy Exav Sudbeow, kaTapeupd-
pevos abTos abrod Ty oA\ ebAdPBeway dvéoTpeder ades els ‘Popyy.? Kal
7@y mpdrwy ob dmudpravey éNwidwy - Tocotrov wAijbos dvfpdmav Yo xapds

\ 7, \ \ F) ’ 2 2, \ \ (1 4 3 7/
kai wofov wpos ™y dmdvryow Eexiln, xai oxedov Tuepioiov dvijAwoay

Ié e \ \ 4 A\ \ » do 3 ~ ’ \ 7’
Xpovov ai wepl Tas widas kal TV eloodov adrov Sefidoes kai Plodporivar.

Ty & Vorepaip BovAyy cwwayaydvros 'Avrwviov kai kadovvros abrov odx
Ibev,t A& katékero polaxds éxew ék Tob kémov oxymwripevos. “Eddke
8¢ TdAnes émPBovdijs elvar Ppsfos & Twos VmoYias xai pypicews xkab® 63y
air@ mpoomesotons. ‘Avrowos 8¢ xalewds uév elxev émi ) dwfBolj xal
orparidTas Ereupev dyew abTov 1) karampfioar ™y olkiov keAeboas, évoTdy-
Twv 8¢ moMdy kai denfévrwy édvéxvpa Aafuv udvov émavoare. Kai 7o

1 Cic. ad A#. XIV. 10 laudatus miserabiliter; servique et egentes in tecta
nostra cum facibus inmissi; /4#/. II. 36, 9o, tua illa pul-chra laudatio etc.;
III. 12, 30, caedis et incendiorum causam quaesierit ex funere? These seem
to be the only direct allusions to the famous funeral speech in Cicero.

2(A)YE.g. Phil. 1. 2,6; 11L; V; XI; —ad A2t. X1V. 7 ff.; XV.8; XVL 3f.

8 (A) E.g. ad Att. XVL 7; ad fam. X1L. 25; esp. Phil. 1. 3, 7 ff.

4 (A) Phil. 1. 5, 11, solusne aberam . . . at ille, audiente senatu, cum fabris
se domum meam venturum esse dixit. Nimis iracunde hoc quidem; V.7, 19f.
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Aourov olrws dvrimapelidvres drpépa kal dularTdpevor Serédovy, dxpL ob

w e e , , , Y -
Kaioap 6 véos éf "AmolAwvias mapayevouevos Tov Te KAijpov dvedéfato Tob
Kaioapos éxelvov kai mepl Tav Soy\wy mwevraxooivy pvpuddwy, &s "Avrd-
wos éx Tijs obaias katelxev, els dwopav katéoTy mpos adrév.t

89. XLIV. ’Ex & rovrov ®{Aurmos 6 v pyrépa Tov viov Kaloapos
éxwv kal MdpkeAos 6 ™yv dBehdrv didpevor pera Tov veaviokov Tpos TOV
K ’ Io K ’ \ 3 ’ \ s N ~ ’ \ \ 3\

wépwva owébevro, Kiképwva pév ékelvp v dmo 70U Adyov kai Ty dmo

~ ’ Ué » ~ -~ \ ~ ’ 7 9 3 ~ '\
s mohirelas Svvamv & Te )] Bovdj kal T¢ Sjpw mwapéxew,® éketvov ¢
Kuépow mpv 4o 7év xpypdrov kai Tév drAwy dopdreaay. "Héy yap odx
SAiyovs TGy tmo Kaioapt orparevoapévor mept adrov elxe TO petpdkiov.

90. ‘Eddker 8¢ xai pellwv mis alrin yeyovévar tob Tov Kixépwro, 8éa-
abar mwpobipws v Kaloapos ddiav. "Ere ydp, bs &oike, Iopmyiov
{ovros kai Kaloapos é8ofe xara Tovs Jmvous® 6 Kiképwv kaletv Twa Tovs
Tov ovykAyTikdy waidas els 7o Kamrdhiov, bs uéMovros & adriv & Tov
Awos drodekview Tijs “Pduns jyeudva - Tovs 8 modiras o omovdis Héovras
{oracfar wepi TOV veby kil Tods maidas év Tals mepuroppipors kabBéleobas
quwmyy éxovras. ‘Efaidyys 8¢ Tav Ovpiv dvorybeodv kad’ Eva Tév maldwy
dviotapévey kikhe mapd Tov Beov mapamopeeabar, Tov 8¢ wdvras émoKomely
Kkal dmoméumew dyfopévovs. ‘Qs 8 obros Gy mwpooww kar’ abrdv, éxretvou
Ty defiav Kal elmely, «’Q ‘Puwpaio, mwépas tplv éudulivv moéuwy obros
e \ ’ E2) T ~_ 7’ 3 7/ ’80’ \ ’ A \
Nyepuiv yevopevos. 00UTdv pao v évimmov iddvra Tov Kiképwva v pév
N ~ \ 3 /. \ 2 2 - 3\ 3 g
éy Tob mados expepdylar xal karéyew dvapyds, atrov & obx émioracfar.
Meb” sjuépav 3¢ kataPBaivovros els To wediov To "Apeioy adrod Tovs waidas 4y

’ 3 ’ o k] ~ 3 ~ ~ ’ ~ * E A
Yeyupvaopévovs dmépxeobas, xielvoy o¢01lva.¢ @ szepww wpGTOoV olos m¢077
xa0 vrvoy - cmr)\ayewa 8 muwbdveatos, Tivey ey 'yovewv *Hy 8¢ marpos
"Okracviov Tév ok dyay c1n.¢avwv, *Arrias 8¢ pm'pos, aBt)uj)L&;s Kn.umpos.
"Ofev Kaioap avrd maidas ovx &xwv idlovs ™yv ovoiav éavrod kai Tov olkov .
év Tals Suabrikais wxev. *Ex tovrov ¢paci tov Kiképova 78 mudl xara
Tas dwavrices évTvyxdvew émyues, kdkelvo oixeiws déxeobar Tas Phoppo-
otvas: kai yap & TiXns AT peyovévar cupBefixe Kiképwvos matedovros.t

91. XLV. Alrar pev olv mpoddoas foav Aeyopevar: 76 & mpds
Avraviov pioos Kiképwva mpdrov, dra 4 ¢vows frrov odoa Tiuis mpooe-
moinoe Kaivapt vouilovra mpookapfdvew 1) molirely ™yv éxeivov Svvapuw.
Oirw yip dmje 76 pepdaiov avrdv, Gore kol marépa mpocayopedew.t

1 (A) Pril. 111 2, 3; IV. 1, 3; V. 8, 23; ad A#. XVI. 8; App. B. C.
IIL. 12; Dio XLIV. 12; Vell. Pat. IL. 61, 1; Liv. Periock. 117.

2 (A)ad A2. XV. 12,2; XVL 11, 6; adﬁzm XIL 23, 2; Phil. V. 16, 45;
Dio Cass. XLV. 15, 4

3 (D) * Suet. Aug. 94; Dio Cass. XLV. z; Tertull. de anima 46. See p. 55 ff.

# (A) * Suet. and Dio 1L cc. 5 (A) Dio Cass. XLV. 15, 4; PAil. V. 16.

6 (A) Cp. Brut.ad A#. 1. 17, s, licet ergo patrem appellet Octavius Ciceronem.
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'E¢’ ¢ adpodpa Bpovros dyavaxrav év Tais mwpos "ATTikdv émioTo-
Aais xabjaro! Tov Kuépwvos, dre St ¢pofov *Avroviov Oeparedwv Tov
Kaioapa S7Ads éorwv ovx é\evlepiav 1] marpide wpdrrav, dAAG Seaméry
P\ dvipwmor aitg pvopevos.

OY pyy dAAL T6v ye maida Kixépwvos 6 Bpovros & *Abhjvus durpifovra
mapa Tois PproodPos dvalafBuv éoxev éd’ yeuovias kai TOANL xpwpevos
avrd xardpbov.? ) )

92. Tob 8 Kixépwros dupijv &oyev 1 Stvapus? év 7 wodew Tore peyioryy,
xal kpat®v doov éBovAero Tov pev *Avrduov éféxpovoe kal karerTaciaoe xai
moheurjoovras avT@ Tovs Svo Yrdrovs, " Iprwy kai Ildvoay, éférepspe, Kaioape
8 pafdovyovs Kai orpaTiywdy kdopov,* s 8y wpomodenoivre Tijs marpidos,
éraoe Yyndicactu Ty ovyriyro.

Enel 8° *Avrdvios pev fjrryro, Tdv & tmdrwy dudorépwy dmrolfavévrwy
éx s pdyns S mpos Kaioapa owéoryoay al Swipes, Secloaoca 8”1 Bovdy
véov dvBpa’ xal Tixy Aapmpd xexpyuévov émrepiro Tipals kol Swpeals dmo-
KkaA€lv avrod 1o oTpaTelpaTa kol wepowdy TV Svvapuw, bs i Seopérm TV
mpomolepotvrov *Avruviov wedevydros, ovtws 6 Katoap pofnbels tmémepme
70 Kicépon Tovs Seopévovs xai meillovras imarelav pév dudporépois Spod
wpdrrew,” Xpfolar 3¢ Tols wpdypacw Smws abrds Eyvexe, mapadapBdvorra
v dpxnv Kkal 76 pepdkiov Sowkely Svdparos xai d6&ns yAixdpevo.

93. ‘Quoldyer 8¢ Kaloap avdrds, s Sedilos kaTdAvow Kai Kivdu-
vedwy épnuos yevéoBuw xprowto 1) Kwképwvos & Séovmi Ppulapxia,
wpoTpefdpevos aVTOV Umarelv peTiévar CUpTPATTOVTOS AUTOD Kai oUW
apxupeorafovros.

XLVI. ’Evraifa pévrow pddiora Kiképwy émapbeis® imd véov yépwr
xal pevakiofels xal ovvapyapesidoas kal Tapaoywy abrd Tyv cvykyrov
eblis pév o TV Ppidwy airiav elyev, SAiyw 8 SoTepov adTov drolwle-
ks fjofero kai Tod Sjpov wpoéuevos Tyv éxevlepiav.

1In the one extant letter (Brut. ad A#. 1. 17, 2) some such censure is
implied, but it is not so expressed. Cp. also Brut. ad Cic. . 16; Cic. ad
Brut. 1. 15, 3.

2 Cic. ad Brut. 1. 5, 3; 11. 7, 6; Brut. ad Cic. I1. 3; Plut, Brut. 24.

3 Cp. the passages cited § 88! and Plut. 4ns 17; Cic. ad Brut. 1. 3, 1.
10, 3. 15, 6; App. B. C. IV. 19 Kiwépwr 8¢ perd Tatov Kaloapa loxvoey, o079
yévorto &v dnuaywyol povapxla.

4 Phil. 111; V; VIII; ad fam. X. 28,1; App. B. C. III. 50ff.; Dio XLVIL
29 ff. — Cic. ad Brut. 1. 15, 7, quis honos ei fuit non decernendus . . . decrevi
etiam imperium . . . quid enim est sine imperio exercitus.

8 (A) Phil. XIV ; App. B. C. 111 69 ff.; Dio XLVI. 36ff.; Plut. Anz. 17.

6 (A) Dio Cass. XLVL 41.

7 (A)id. XLVL 42f. (D) Cic. ad Brut. 1. 10.

8 (A) This was foreseen by Brutus. Cp. ad Cic. 1. 4, 4f. 16, 7 £.
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94. Adénfeis yip 6 veavias xal Tyv vmarelay Aafiv Kiképova pévigpyis
clage xaipew,! "Avroviy 8 kai Aeridy $ilos yevdpevos xal Ty Svvapuv
els TadTd Tuveveykv Gomep dANo T KTTjpa TV fyepoviay dveipoTo wpos
adrods.? Kal kareypddnoar dvdpes ovs &e rjoxew, tmep Saxooiovs.

MAeloryy 8¢ Tov dudiaByryudrov adrots épiv 1 Kixépwvos mpoypadi)
wapéoyev,® "Avroviov pév dovufdres Exovros, e py wpdros éxelvos
dmobmjoxor, Aerldov 8 ’Avrwvip mpoorifepévov, Kailocapos 8¢ mpds
3 ’ E) 2 » 7 8’ € ’ ’ 3 ’ \
dudorépovs dvréxovros. Eyivovro 8 ai avwodor povois dmdppyror mwepl
w6Aw Bovwviay ¢’ fuépas Tpels, kal cuveaay els Témov Tiva Tpdow TV
aTpaTomédwy woTapud TepLppedpevov.

Aéyerar 8¢ Tas mpdras fuépas Saywviodpuevos vmep Tob Kiképwros
e ~ ~ ~ ’ \ ’ \ E4
6 Kaloap évdovvar T Tpiry xal mwpoéslar Tov dvdpa.

Ta 8 vis dvriddoews ovrws eyev. "Ede Kiképwvos éxorivar Kai-
gapa, Mavdov 8¢ Tddeddpod Aémdov, Aevkiov 8¢ Kaloapos *Avrdwioy, s
v Ocios adrd wpos pyrpds.t '

Olrws élémeoov vwo Bupod kal Mooys Tdv dvbpurivev Aoyiopdy,
paAdov & drédeifav ws oddtv dvlpdov Oyplov éoriv dypidrepov éfovaiav
wdfe. wpoodaBdvros.

95. XLVIL® Ilparropévwy 8¢ rovrwv 6 Kiképwv v pév év dypots
iows mepl Todokhov éxwv Tov ddeddpov ped’ adrod - wvfopevor 8¢ ras

\ 3.2 ¥ ~ s ’ ~ -
wpoypadas éyvuoay els “AoTvpa perafivar, xwpiov wapdiiov Tod Kiké-
pwvos- éxetflev 8¢ wAelv els Makedoviav mpos Bpotrov: 70y yap dmep

3 -~ ’ 3 ’ ~ > , U ’ Ny ,
adrob Adyos édoira xparoivros. 'Exopillovro 8 év dopeiois ‘drepykd-

° \ 4 \ \ \ e QN 3 7 \ \ ~ 4
Tes Umd Admys - kal kaTa Ty 680v épioTdpevol kal Ta Popeia mapaBdA-
Aovres dAAfjAois mpogwlodipovro. Mallov & 6 Kdivros 70ipe, xai
Aoywopds adrov eloyje rijs dmoplas: oddev yip &by Aafeiv oixofev, GANL
xai 7§ Kiképow yAloxpov v édodiov: dpewvov odv elvar Tov pev Kixé
, ~ ~ 3\ \ - ¥ ,

pwva wpodapBdvay t5 Gy, adrov 8 peraldely olkobev svorevarduevoy.
Tair’ &ofec: kal wepidafBovres dAMjAovs kal dvardavoduevor Siedidyaav.
‘O uev odv Kéivros ob woddais Torepov fuépats wd T@v oikerdy mpo-
Sofeis Tols {yrovow dvnpély perd Tod wadds. ‘O & Kuwépov eis

1 Cp. Brut. ad Cic. 1. 4, 6, te consulem factum audivimus; App. B.C. III.
92 dmeloyeiro kal Thv elofynow Tis warelas dwepexijper, j¥ adrds év T BovAj

wpbrepov elonyfhoaro. ‘O 3¢ Tosolrov dmexplvaro, émakdmrwy o1 TGY PiAwy adr§
TehevTalos évrvyxdvor.
2 (A) Liv. Periock. 119. 120; Vell. Pat. IL. 65 ff.; Plut. Ant. 19; Brut. 26;
App. B.C.1V. 2 ff.; Dio Cass. XLVL g4 ff.
3 (A)* Vell. Pat. 11. 66, 1; Suet. Aug. 27; de vir. ill. c. 81; Plut. Ant. 19, 1.
4 (A) See § 942
. 5 Flight and death of Cicero : * Liv. ap. Sen. Suas. V1. 17, 22; Asin. Poll.
ap. eund. 15. 24; Val. Max. V. 3, 4; App. B. C. IV. 7 ff. esp. 19f.; Dio Cass.
XLVIL 1-10. 11; rhetores ap. Sen. Swas. VI. VII. Contr.V11.17. Exc. VIL 2.
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karafas émi 710 KAwidiov Eykexalvppévov Tod Kiképwvos dmijye ¢
oTdpar kara pkpdv &md ToV mwpoowmov T ipdriov. Ol & olkéras
Tav® Opdvres kal kaxioavres éavrovs, €l mepiuévovar Tod deowdrov
’ \ ’ ’ » 3 ~ ~ \ ’ ’
¢ovevop.evov Oeatal 'ycveo'ea:., 01,p:.a 8 adrg Bonaﬂ kal wpoxq&'rat wap
&flav wpdrrovros, atrol § odk apwovm, T& pév dedpevor, Ta O¢ Bl.q.
Aafdvres éxdpulov év 1@ ¢opeuo 1rpos' v OdAagoav.
96. XLVIII. "Evroirg 8 oi opayeis émjrdov, éxarovrdpxns ‘Epér-
3 \ , ’ 3 ¢ ’ Y, 4
vios® kai IowiAios xihiapxos,® & warpokrovias moré dikny Pedyovre
avveirev 6 Kucépwv, Exovres dmypéras.
»
Emet 8¢ ras Gvpas kexdeiopévas edpdvres éééxofav, od dpavouévov Tod
Kiképwros oid¢ 1dv &dov eibévar dpaokdvruv,* Aéyera veavioror Twva
Telpappévov piv mo Tov Kiképwvos év ypdppacw élevbeplois xal

1 See p. 29.

2 Val. Max. L. 4, 5; App. B. C. IV. 19; de vir. #/l. c. 81.

3 * Iieronymus (i.e. Suetonius) is the only other writer who mentions Heren-
nius as an assassin of Cicero: in Formiano suo ab Herennio Pompilio (sic!)
occiditur. See p. 27 ff. .

4 (D) App. B. C. IV. 19 ol uév &\Xot . . . whely adTdv éavaxfévra ENeyov 757
axvrbropos 8¢, mendTns Khwdlov, mikpordrov 7§ Kiképwm éxOpoi yeyovbros, Aalvg
7@ Noxay@ avv dAlyots 8vre THy drpamby Edeter.
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pabijpaow, dreledfepov 8¢ Koivrov ot ddeddod, Piddroyor Tovvopa,
’ ~ ’ \ ~ ’ \ ~ ’ 1

ppdoar 7¢ xthudpxw TO Popelov xomldpevov 8id Tdv xaradirwv Kat
qvokiwy mepuwdrov émt Ty OdAacoay.

‘0 pév odv xehiapxos SAiyovs dvadaBav ped éavrod wepiéfer wpos Ty
» A QO E ) , ’ \ ~ ’ € ’
é&odov, Tod &' ‘Epeviov dpdpw depopdvov dia rdv wepirdrov & Kiképwr
¥ N ) L 4 L 4 3 ~ 3 \ ~
fjobero, xai ToVs oikéras ékéhevoev évraiba karabéofar 756 Popeiov.

3 N\ d L4 4 6 A 3 ~ \ ~ 2’ (4 ’ 3 \
Adros &, domep eldler, 71} dpioTepd xepl TV yevelwy dmTdpevos dreves
évedpa Tols oPayelow, atxpod kal kduys dvdrlews kal ovvrerykiss dmo
Ppovriduv T6 mpdowmov, GoTe Tovs wAeioTovs éykaAipacbar Tob ‘Eper-

£

viov oddfovros atrdér.! ‘Eaddyn 8¢ rov Tpdxnlov éx T0b dopelov mpo-

Telvas, éros éxeivo yeyovhs éfnkoorov xai Téraprov. Tiv 8& kedpakyy 2% 7

dméxopev adrod xal Tds xelpas, "Avroviov keheboavros, als Tovs B

A} 2 s 7 \ € ’ A 3 ’ ’
kovs Eypayer.? Avrds Te yap 6 Kixépav rovs xat "Avrwviov Adyovs
durmikovs Eréypaye kal péxpt viv Ta BifAia Pilirwixol
kaXovvTat.

XLIX. Tav & a.xpon"qpmv els ‘Pouny xop.weewmv &ruye ,u.ev apxtu-
pecias TeAdy 6 Awwnos, dxovoas 8¢ xai diwv dveBinoev, vs viv ai
wpoypadal Tédos Exoer.®

Tyv 8¢ xepalyv kai Tas xeipas éxéhevoev vmep Tdv EuBolwy éml Tod

, ~ ’ e ’ s 4 3 N , - ’
Biparos Oeivar, Géapa “Popaios Pppixriv,® od 76 Kiképwvos dpdv mpdo-

» ’ ] \ ~ 3> ’ ~ » ’
wmov olopévors, dGAAG T7js “Avrwriov Yuxis eikova.
\ o ’ ’ ’ Y ’ ’ ~ 3

I\yy & yé T Ppporjoas pérpuoy & TovTols Houmwvia vy Koivrov

4 ’ ’ ~

yvvact Tov Biddhoyov mapédukev. ‘H 8¢ kvpla yevopéry Tol odparos
dA\ais Te Sewvals éxprioaro Tipwplats, kal Tas odpxas dworéuvovra Tas
abTod Katd pukpov Owrdv, er éobiew fydykacer.’ Ovre yip dvioe

~ ’ 3 7 e ] ~ ~ ’ F) ’
TéY cvyypadéwy ioTopikaciv: 6 & adrod Tod Kiképwros dmweled-
Oepos Tipwv 76 mapdmwav odd¢ pépvyrar Tis Tob Ploléyov
wpodocias.

97. Mvv@dvopar 8 Kaloapa xpdvors moddols Sorepov eloedeiv

\ o ~ ~ \ ’ » ’ 3. ~
mpos &va Tdv Guyarpddv- Tov 8¢ BiBliov Exovra Kiképwvos & Tals
Xepoiv ékmhayéra 1@ ipatip mwepikalvmrav: ddvra 8¢ Kailoapa AaBeiv
kol SteMfelv éordTa pépos wodd Tob BifAiov, wdlwv 8 dmodiddvra T¢
pepakiy ¢dvar, “Adyios dvijp, & mal, Adyios kal ¢uldmarprs.”

1 (D) See above § 95 5.

2 This agrees with Liv. ap. Sen. l.c.; the traditional account is given by
Plutarch in Ans. c. 20, 1, éxéhevaey *Avrdwios THy kepalhy dwoxoxfvar kal THv
xeipa THv Seklav, § Tods kar' adTod Nbyous Eypaye.

3 (A) Cremutius Cordus ap. Sen. Swas. l.c. 19 quibus visis laetus Antonius
cum peractam proscriptionem suam dixisset esse.

4+ Cp. §955; Florus IV. 6, 5.

5 (D) Dio Cass. XLVILI. 8, 3.
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98. ’Emel pévrot rdxiora xaremoAéunoev *Avréviov tmarebwy adrds
clAero avvdpxovra rob Kixépwros Tov vidv,! éd’ ob 7ds 7° elxdvas % Bovdy
xafeikev " Avrwviov xai Tas dAas jxipwce Tipds xal mpocefmdicaro pndevi
1év "Avroviov dvopa Mdpxov evai. Ovre 16 Sarpudviov els rov Kuxé-
pwvos olkoy émavijveyxe 16 Télos Tijs "Avrwriov koAdoews.?

COMPARISON OF DEMOSTHENES AND
CICERO .

99. I. “A pev odv déwa priuys Tdv mepl Anpooclévous xai-
Kiképowvos ioTopovpévaov els tv qperépav dpiktar yvdouw,
Tad7r éotiv.

*Adexis 8 5 avykpivew v év Tols Adyors Ew adrdy éxeivé pou Soxid
) mapijoew dppyrov, b Anpocféms pév els T pryropuxdy évérewe wav, doov
k ) /’ A E ] ’ 7 3 ’ 3 ’ \ \ ’
elxev éx Pioews ) doxijoews Adywov, TmepBalAdpevos évapyeig pev xai dewd-
L Tovs érl TdY dydvev kal TdV Swdv owvveleralopévovs, Sykw 8¢ xal
peyadompereiy Tods émdextiols, dxpiPein 8 kal Téxvy Tols coduords-

100. Kixépwv 8¢ kai wolvpabys kai wowkidos Ty wepi Tovs Adyovs

~ ’ ’ \ N/ ’ 3 ’
owovd)) yevduevos cvvrdfers piv dlas pirocddovs droréroimer

3 3 ’ s \ > 8 . \ ’ ] \ 3 \
ovk 8Aiyas els Tov 'Axkadqnpaixkov tTpdmov, ov umv dAA&
kal 8id Tdv wpds Tas dilkas kal Tods dydvas ypadouévor
Adywv 85Ads éoTiv épmeplav Tva ypappdTov mapemiBel-
kvvofac BovAduevos.?

"Eori 8¢ 1is kal Tod q0ovs &v Tols Adyois éxaTépov Sioyus.
€ \ \ \ ¥, \ < - ~ 1Y ~ E) ’

O pév yap Aqpoolerixds &w wavros dpaiouod kal wadids els dewdryra

M \ ’ 3 3 ’ » 8 v < ’ b3
kal arovdyy ouvpyuévos odx EXAvxvivy 68wdev, domep & Mvbéas éoxa-

3 b e 7 \ 4 \ ~ 2 ’ ~
wrev, dAN’ V8pomogias Kxal Ppovridwy kai Tis Aeyouérys mikplas Tov
Tpomov kal oTVyVETYTOS,

101. Kuképwr 8¢ woddayod 7@ ockwmTikg mpds 16 Bopmoldxov
3 ’ A ’ ~ ¥, 4 \ 8 ~
€K¢5P O'LEVOS Kat ﬂPa'y’LuTu 0‘1rov8’rls a.fta Y‘A‘DTL Kat mTaL Lf‘l KaTCLPlD'

- A o
vevopevos év Tals Slkais els TO xpeddes fpeider 70D wpémovros, womep év
77 Kawdiov ovvyyoplq pndiv dromov wowdy adrév év Tooairy

L(A) Yion o benef. IN. 30, 1; App. B. C. IV. 51; Dio LL 19, 3.
TUAY I e o d roit P Avrwelov xooufpata T& wév kafethov, T4 &’ drhhenparv
vic oul Mdgmon mphepnpua dmetmoy undevl Tdv cvyyevdy abrob elvac . . .
tollrh od rovey uly uin dtleel Bl copfidr éNdppavoy ctc.
@ I ha stateanent de unjost and must he attributed to some post-Augustan
¢ henanastine - For Plutarcly it wonld, moreover, imply too exhaustive a knowl-
el of the wortks of Cuern, Cpope g f.
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Tpudy] Kal molvrelely Tals 7dovals xpduevov: 16 yip ov eari wy
peréxew, pavikdv elva, kal Taira & H8ovy 76 edapov TéY émaveord-
Tov $Lroridov Tibepévor.!

102. Aeycruc’ 8¢ Kdrwvos Movpijvay dudkovros vmraredwy dmoXo-
yeiolu kai woAA& &b Tov Kdrwve kepeddy mijv Stuicyy aipesw éri
rals dromlus TGV mapadofev Aeyopévov Soypdrwv: yérwtos 8¢ Aapmpod
KaTi0vTos ék TOY wepeaTaTWY Tpos Tovs dikaords, fjovyi Swpeadidoas
[6 Kdrwv*] mpos Tods kaOyuévovs elmeiv: “‘Qs yeholov, & dvdpes, Ixo-
pev vmaror.”  Aoxel 8¢ xal yélwros oixelos 6 Kiképwy yeyovévar kal
PhookdmTys, T6 T€ wpdowmov adrod pedlopa xal yajvny wapeixe.?

TG 8¢ Aypocbévovs del Tis émijy amovdy), kal 76 meppovrikds TovTo
kai avvvovy ob padlus drémev: G0ev Kxai Svokolov adrov oi éxbpoi kal
Svorporov, s adrds Ppyow, drexdiovy. .

II. "Er. rolvwv év Tols cvyypdppac: katidelv éoTe Tov pév
éuperds kal dveraxfds Tdv els abrov drrdpevov éykwpiwy, e Tovrov
Sefjoar mpos érepdv Tu peilov, TdAa 8 edAafi) kal pérpiov:

103. 17 8¢ Kiképwros év Tols Adyors duerpia Tijs wepiavroloyias
dxpaciay Twa xarqydpe mpds 86fay PBodwvros, s T SwAa Edew T
TqBévve kal T yrédrry THv OprapBikyy dmeikerv Sdpvyvt

Televraw 8 o T épya kal Tas wpdfers pdvov, dANS kal Tods Adyovs
émawel Tovs elpyuévovs Y7 adrod kal yeypappévovs, domwep ‘lookpdre
kal ‘Avafipéver Tols codiorals Odapetpaxievdpevos, ov Tov ‘Pupaiwy
Sipov dyeww d€iov kai dpbody,

Bpibiv, srhirordrav, Sdiov dvrimrdlocs.
Toxbav pév yap Sid Adyov Tov woMTevdpevov dvaykaiov, dyamwdv &
dyevves xal Aixvedew Tiv dmd Tod Adyov 8dfav. “Obev éufpiféorepos
Tavry kal peyalomperéoraros 6 AnpocOévys, Tiyv pév adrod Svvamy
éumrepiav Twva wodAijs Seo,u.e'w,v s mapd Téy &Kpowp.e'vwv edvoias dmo-
pavipevos, ave)teveepov; 8¢ xal Bavavoovs, Gomep elol, Tods émi Tovre
Pvowuévovs 1yovpevos.

1 Probably refers to 12, 28 ff.,but 17, 39 f. is sufficient to show that PL
never read this speech. See also p. 65.

2 (A) Cp. also Plut. Caz. Min. 21, 2.

3 (A) Pollio ap. Sen. Suas. VI. 24 facies decora.

4 = Cedant arma togae, concedat laurea /Jinguae (Cicero: Jaudi). This
line, ridiculed by contemporaries and later writers, is energetically defended by
Cicero himself (s Pis. 29, 72-30, 75; Pkl 11. 8, 20; de of:. 1. 22, 77). Plu-
tarch cannot, therefore, have read these works. It is, moreover, the only
quotation of a Latin verse in his writings. See also p. 182. The reading Zi»-
guae (Quint. IX. 4, 41; Ps. Sall. /nvect. in Cic. 3, 6) seems to be the emendation
of a rhetorician. If so, it would furnish another proof against a pre-Augustan
origin of Plutarch’s information.
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III. “H pev obv & 7§ Snpyyopeiv kai molredecbar Sdvaps Spadds
dporépois mijpéev, GoTe kal Tods TdY drhwv xal orpareméduv kvplovs
Sctobar, Anpoobévovs pev Xdpyra xai Aomelfypy xai Aewsbérmy, Kué-
puwvos 8¢ Iopmijiov kai Kaloapa 7év véov, ws adros 6 Kaloap év
Tois wpos ‘Aypiwmav xal Maikijvar Vmopvipacey elpyxer.
‘0 8 dokel pdhiora kal Aéyerar Tpomov dvdpos émbevivar kal
Bacavileww, fovaia xai dpxy wiv mdfos xwoioca kai mwacav dmoxa-
Avrrovoa Kakiav, Amwcer'm pev ot’:x vmiplev, od8 Bwke 1'oun§1'-qv
Stmrupav éavrod p.nb‘q.l.ulv dpxv TOV cm¢avwv dpéas, &5 odde s v’
adrod cuvteraypévys émi Bi\urrov eo"rparrly'qo'e Suvdpeans -

104. Kixépwv 8¢ Tapias els Sikediav xal dvfimaros els Kiliklay xai
Karradoklav drooralels, v ¢ xap@ Tijs rhordovrias dxpalovors, xai
Ty mepwopdvwy oTparTyydv kal Nyeudvwy, ws ToV KAérTew dyevvols
dvros, érl 7o dpmdlew Tpemopévwy, ob TO AapPdvew édoke dewvdy, dAN
6 perpilws Todro wody Wyamdro, moAAyy pév émridebv vmepoyias xpyud-
Twy éronjoaro, oAy 8¢ Pravfpomias kai xpnoTdryTos.}

105. ‘Ev adry 8¢ 7y ‘Pdpy Adyp pév dmodeybels vmaros, éovaiay
& AaPibv adrokpdropos kai Sukrdropos éwi tovs wepl Karidivay, éuaprié
pyoev dpa 7@ IAdron pavrevopévy maddav Eewv kakdv Tas moles, oTav
els Tadro Svvauls Te peydy kal Ppovnois &k Twos TUiXS XpnoTiS
dmavrijoy perd dukaoovims.

Xpnuaricacbor Tolvvv dmé Tod Adyov Ampocléms piv émupdyws
Aéyerar, Aoyoypaddv xpia Tois mepl Poppiwva xkal "AroArddwpov dvri-
8ikois, kal SafAnbeis piv éri rois Bacidikols xpripaoy, SPAoy 8& 7OV
‘Apmadelwy. El 8 rabra tods ypddovras (odx SAiyor & eloiv odror)
Yevdealar palnpev, GAN’ S1i ye mpos dwpeds Paoidéwy avv xdpirt kal
Tz idopévas dvriSAéfar Aquoclévys odx dv érddpnoey, odd v ToiTo
76 &pyov dvbpdmov davelfovros éml vavrikois, durjxavov dvreumrelv: wepl
8 Kuépwvos, i xal Sikehwrdv dyopavopodvre kai Baoiréws Tob Komr-
wadokdyv dvbvmaredovrt kal tév &v Paouy Pllev, ér’ émmre Tiis
molews, dwpovpévay ToAAd kal Seopévwy AaBelv dvréoxev, elpyrat.

IV. Kal iy 4 ye pvyy 76 piv aloxpd xhomis dAdyTe ovvéreoe, 76
8¢ kdAoTov Epyov dvbpdimovs dhirnplovs ékxdfave Tijs warpidos. Aud
10V pév oddeis Adyos éxmimrovros, ép’ & & % alykAyros éolbijrd Te SujA-
Aafe kal wévbos Eoye kal yvdpny Smep obdevds elmelv émeloly wpérepov
% Kucépone kdfodov Ymdpigacbar.

106. Tiyv pévro pvyyy dpyds 6 Kuképwv Sujveyxev év Maxedovia
xaBijpevos,

¢ 8¢ AypocOéver xkat 1§ Puvyy péya pépos Tis wolirelas yéyove.
Svvayon{dpevos ydp, domep elpyrar, Tois "EAAyor kai Tods Makedovwy

1 See §§ 25. 28. 70.
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wpéofeas éehavvwy émijpxero Tas woles, woAY Bedriwy Oeumaroxéovs
kai "AAkifBiddov mapd Tis adrds TUxas Pavels mohitys: kai pévror
0\ 1’)0 i3 \ 3 ’8 3 \ 3\ /’ 7 Ay
karelOov adfis éavrov émrédwkev els YV adTyv Tavryy molrelav xal
’ ~ \ 3 ’ \ ’
Sierérer woreudy wpos "Avrimarpov xai Maxeddvas.

107. Kuxépova 8 oveldigev é&v vy Bovdy] Aailios airovuévov Kaloa-
pos Umarelay periévar wapd vopov, ovrw yevedyros, ciwmy xabrjpevo.
'‘Eypade 8¢ kal Bpoiros' éykaddv os pelfova xal Bapvrépav
memadorpifByxdre Tvpawida Tiis V¢ airod xaradvleioys.

108. V. 'Exi wdou 8 tfis Tedevriis 1ov pev olkreipar Tis dv, dvipa

’ > 3 4 e 1 2 ~ ¥ \ ’ 4 \
mpeaBiryy 8 dyéweav Imd olkerdv dvw kal xdrw wepidpepduevoy xal
mepupevyovta Tov Odvatov kal dmoxpuwrdpevov Tods ob woOAV wpd THs

, o > s 7 * 5 ’, 2 ~ 8’ N \ \ \
picews frovras ér abrdy, et dwoocdayévra-? Tod &, €l kai pikpd wpos
v ikerelav évédwkev, dyaoTy pév i wapackevi) Tob dapudkov Kai
Tipyois, dyaory 8 % xpiois, o Tod feod wy mapagxdvros adrd

\ > s e 3\ I \ ’ 3 ~ .4 \
™ dovliav, domep érl peilova Bopdv xkaraduydy, ék Tdv SmAev kal
TA 80 ¢ 6 w M B\ (3 \ ¥ ~ 3 A ’ A ’

av Sopudpdpuwy Wy éavrdv @xero, Tis AvTimdTpov Katayeldoas
’
wpudryTos.

1 Brut. ad Cic. . 16; ad At2. 1. 17.
2 Cp. Inv. X. 118 ff.; Ps.' Quint. Dec/. 268 ; Tac. Dial. c. 40 ext. (see my note
p- 374)-
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M. TULLIUS CICERO
(Anon. de viris illustribus c. 81)

M. Tullius Cicero, genere Arpinas, patre equite Romano natus,
genus a Tullo Attio rege duxit.! Adolescens? Rosciano iudicio®
eloquentiam et libertatem suam adversus Sullanos ostendit,* ex
quo veritus invidiam® Athenas studiorum gratia petivit,® ubi
Antiochum’ Academicum philosophum studiose audivit.® Inde
eloquentiae gratia® Asiam, post Rhodum petiit,’* ubi Molonem,
Graecum rhetorem, tum disertissimum, magistrum habuit?? qui
flesse dicitur quod per hunc Graecia eloquentiae laude privare-
tur.® Quaestor Siciliam habuit.’* Aedilis C. Verrem repetunda-
rum damnavit.'® Praetor'® Ciliciam latrocinits liberavit.’ Consul
coniuratos capite punivit.® Mox invidia P. Clodii’® instinctuque
Caesaris et Pompei® quos dominationis suspectos eadem qua
quondam Sullanos libertate perstrinxerat, sollicitatis Pisone et
Gabinio consulibus qui Macedoniam Asiamque provincias in sti-
pendium opera huius acceperant,® in exsilium actus ; ** mox ipso
referente Pompeio #® rediit# eumque civili bello secutus est.®
Quo victo ? veniam a Caesare ultro accepit ;¥ quo interfecto?
Augustum fovit,® Antonium hostem iudicavit.*® Et cum trium-
viros se fecissent Caesar, Lepidus Antoniusque,® concordia non
aliter visa est inter eos iungi posse, nisi Tullius necaretur,® qui
immissis ab Antonio percussoribus,® cum forte Formiis quiesceret,
imminens exitium corvi auspicio® didicit et fugiens occisus est.?®
Caput ad Antonium relatum.?®

1 Plut. Cic.c. 1 10¢, 4 19 ¢ 281, 28 ¢. 42
2c.3 e 4 2 ¢ 30 2 c. 44
3¢c.3 ¢4 e 30 80 c. 45
tc 3 B o4 2 ¢ 30f. 81 ¢, 46
6c. 3 e 6 B 33 32 c, 46 f.
8c 4 B¢ 7f. 2. 33 8 c.y7f.
Tc 4 ¥¢cg9 B 371 8 c. 47
Sc.q 17 See p. 5418 % c. 39 3 c. 48
?c 4 18 ¢, 10-23 ¢ 39 8 c. 48 f.
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PLUT. DEM. 2.3
(See p. 4.)

T; ’ /. s < B BA ’ N e ’ ’f 3 ’
® pévror avvrafwy ImofeBAnuéve xai loroplav € od wpoxelpwy
0dd oikelwv, dAAa {évov Te TOV woAAdY kal Stedmappévor
év érépois ovviodoav dvayveopdtev 1§ Svri Xpy wpdrTov
dmdpxew xal pdhiora TRV TOAw €bdokipov kal ¢uldkadlov kai woAvdy-
L3 ’ ~ 3 ’ » \ v
Opwmov, ws BiBAivv Te wavrodawdv dpfoviav éxwy, kai doa
Tovs ypddovras Siadélyovra cerypie pvipns éridave-
’ v ’ < ’ ] ~ \ ’
orépav eldnde wiorv dmorauBdvov dxoy kai Siamvvbavi-
AY ~ 8’ 3 s 3, \ 3> 880’ \ ¥ QH ~
pevos, p) woAAdy pnd’ dvaykaiwy évdets dmodidoiny To épyov. pets
8¢ pikpav olkotvres woAw, Kat {va pi) pikpotépa yévyrar Prloxwpoivres,
3 N € ’ \ ~ \ \ » 14 .~ 3
év 8¢ Pduy xai Tals wept tyv 'Iraliav SiarpiBails od
~ ¥ ’ 1 \ ¢ . \ 7
oxoAijs ovans yvpvdleobar wepl v ‘Popaikyv didAextov
V7o Xpetdv mwoliTikdv kal Tdv did Pihogodiav wAnaialdv-
F 3 ’ \ ’ ~ e ’ 3 ’ < . ~
Tov, 8Yé more kai wéppw Tis fAiklas fpédpefa Popaivols
7 2 ’ \ - \ ’ k3 »
ypdpupaoy évrvyxdveww. Kali wpaypa Oovpagrov péy, dAX
_dAylts émdoyoumev. OV yip odtws éx Tdv dvopdrov T4 wpdypara
gvnévar Kal yvwpilew guvéBuver Hulv, ws ék TOV wpaymdrov duds yé
L4 3 ’ ) -~ Y ~ \ ~ 4 ’
wws elyopev éurepias émaxorovlely dia TatTa kal Tols dvdpact. KdA-
Aovs 8¢ ‘Popaixfis dwayyedlos xal tdyovs alofdveabar kai peradopas
Svopdrwy Kai dppovias kai Tév dA\Awv, ols 6 Adyos dydAerar, xdpiev
pév dyolpeda kol otk drepmésc 1§ 8¢ wpos TobTo peléry xal
» 3 3 4 3 ? * - ’ \ \ \
aoknoLs ok evxepis, AAN’ oloTior whelwy Te oxoA) kal Ta
s Spas &TL wpos Tas Totavras émixwpel pLhoTeplas.
by \ 4 k3 ~ 7 L ~ 4 7’ »
A kal ypddovres év ¢ BNy Tobrw, TdV TapeAljiey Biwy dvri
’ ~ \ ~
wéurry, wepl Anpocbévovs xai Kixépwvos, dwd Tdv mpdfewv xal Tév
molTedv Tas Ppioes adTdv kal tas dabéoes mpos dAMfAas émiokeyd-
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